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ABSTRACT
A Model for the Evaluation of Special
Education Programs Funded Under
P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313

(September 1980)

Louis Roger Amadio, B.S.Ed., M.Ed.

,

State College at Fitchburg

C.A.G.S., Ed.D., University of Massachusetts

Directed by:

Arthur W. Eve, Ed.D.

This study is concerned with the development of a model for the

evaluation of P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313 funded programs serving the
needs of handicapped children.

The study examines the mandates of the

two federal laws, as well as the Massachusetts law, current evaluation

theory and current evaluation reports submitted in Region

I

of the

Massachusetts Department of Education.

Evaluation theory and legislation were reviewed and incorporated
into an evaluation assessment index.

The current evaluation reports of

P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313 funded projects submitted for the 1977-1978

school year were rated against the assessment index to provide the

investigator information regarding the strengths and weaknesses of
current evaluation practices.
series of
The assessment index provided information through a

questions in five broad areas:
(1)

conEvaluation Requirements - addressed report statements
and
law
the
with
cerning the evaluated programs' compliance
funded;
the regulations under which the program was

vi

(2)

Evaluation Descriptions - addressed report statements concerning program purposes, location, size, staff and background;

(3)

Evaluation Plans and Procedures - addressed report descriptions of procedures, utilized to accomplish the evaluation
of the program;

(4)

Evaluation Parameters - addressed issues of documentation,
instrumentation and sample associated with the evaluation
of the program; and

(5)

Evaluation Outcomes - addressed report issues of assessment,
information, circumstances, and results associated with the
evaluation of the program.

The examination of the evaluation reports showed that the informa-

tion developed did not sufficiently describe the projects evaluated.
The thirty-one project evaluations reviewed were found to provide in-

formation that was neither very good nor very useful.

However, through

the process of categorization and identification of relative strengths

and weaknesses, an evaluation model and the guidelines of that model

have been developed.
The evaluation model that has been developed in this study is the

result of the review and integration of evaluation theory, federal and
Massachusetts' laws and current evaluation practices.

The resulting

model includes three components:
(1)

(2)

(3)

Role Descriptions, which define the responsibilities and tasks
of third party evaluators in relation to project staff;

Utilization Guidelines, which outline the necessary steps
of
for initiating, conducting and reporting an evaluation
and
P.L. 94-142 or P.L. 89-313 funded programs;
that inteEvaluation Design, which includes a set of forms
described
grates the procedural and the informational needs
prospecific
each
in the utilization guideline in terms of
gram objective.

vii

As a result Of this study recommendations are offered toward the

implementation of evaluation methodology to be used statewide.

viii

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT

vii

.

Chapter
I.

INTRODUCTION

1

Statement of the Problem
Purpose of the Study
Design of the Study
Evaluation theory
Legislative mandates
Assessment index
Identified strengths and weaknesses of
current evaluation reports
The role of the evaluator in implementing
the evaluation design
Guidelines for more effective utilization
of the evaluation process by LEAs
Model evaluation design for P.L. 94-142
funded programs
Definition of Terms in the Study
Assumptions of the Study
Limitations of the Study
Significance of the Study
Organization of the Study
II.

2

6
7

9
9
9

10
10
10
10
11
13
13
14
15
17

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
An Examination of the History of Federal
Legislation Leading to P.L. 94-142

The handicapped child
The Individualized Education Plan
Plans required of state and local
educational agencies
Federal Program Evaluation Requirements
P.L. 94-142 - Part B
P.L. 95-561 - Title I
P.L. 95-561 - Title IV
P.L. 95-561 - Title VII
P.L. 90-576 - Title I
The Role of the Evaluator
Basic Concepts of Educational Evaluation
Formative and summative evaluation
Describing and judging
External validity
Comparative and noncomparative evaluation
Focused and unfocused evaluation

17
23
23

....

*

ix

.

.

.

*

*

*

.

.

24
25
26
29
33
34
35
37
39
39
40
40
41
41

Selected Types of Education and Evaluation
Models
Focused evaluation
Experimental and quasi-experimental
approaches
Discrepancy evaluation approaches
Unfocused evaluation
Goal-free approaches
Responsive evaluation approaches
Adversary evaluation approaches
Chapter Summary
III.

42

43
45
48
53
54
55
56
58

CURRENT PRACTICES

60

The Development of the Assessment Index

.

.

.

61
62
64
64
65
66
67
67
72
77
83
87
91
97

.

Evaluation requirements
Evaluation descriptions
Evaluation plans and procedures
Evaluation parameters
Evaluation outcomes
Methods and Procedures
Results of Tabulation and Analyses
Evaluation requirements
Evaluation descriptions
Evaluation plans and procedures
Evaluation parameters
Evaluation outcomes
Chapter Summary

•

A MODEL FOR THE EVALUATION OF P.L. 94-142 AND
P.L. 89-313 FUNDED PROGRAMS
Role Description
Utilization Guidelines
Procedural steps
Preliminary organizational procedures
Designing the evaluation plan
Collecting the data
Analyzing the data
Reporting the data
Information needs
Evaluation Design
Stated goal or objective
Activities
Evidence of program merit
Evaluation questions
Information collection techniques
Time and place
Data collection
Chapter Summary
*

x

99

.

.

.

'

101
103
103
106
107
108
110
110
111
116
119
119
119
119
119
120
120
121

V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Major Findings and Conclusions
Recommendations

BIBLIOGRAPHY

APPENDIX A:

122
122
127
12 9

Assessment Index

xi

135

LIST OF TABLES

1.
2.

3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

8.
9.

10.
11.

Total Report Scores: Evaluation Areas
Report Scores: Evaluation Requirements
Tabulations: Evaluation Requirements
Report Scores: Evaluation Descriptions
Tabulations: Evaluation Descriptions
Report Scores: Evaluation Plans and Procedures
Tabulations: Evaluation Plans and Procedures
Report Scores: Evaluation Parameters
Tabulations: Evaluation Parameters
Report Scores: Evaluation Outcomes
Tabulations: Evaluation Outcomes

xii

....

70
73
74
78
79
84
85
88
89
93
94

LIST OF FIGURES

1.
2.

3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
8.

9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

Study Design
The Pre-Test/Post-Test Control Group Design
The Solomon Four-Group Design
The Post-Test Only Control Group Design
The Separate Sample Pre-Test/Post-Test Design
Steps in Discrepancy Evaluation
Processing Descriptive Data
A Framework for CIPP Evaluation Studies
Distribution of Cases by Score
Percent of Scores by Percent of Areas
Work Plan
Information Element Checklist
Evaluation Design

xiii

8

46
46
47
48
49
51
53
69
71
104
112
118

CHAPTER

I

INTRODUCTION

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142) be-

came effective in September of 1978.

This comprehensive special educa-

tion legislation has serious implications for all those who provide and

oversee educational services.

Among the requirements of this law is a

requirement that all special education programs funded under P.L. 94-142
be evaluated.

In addition, stringent and specific assurances and pro-

cedures concerning the rights of students with special needs are written
into the law.

Compliance with these regulations must be determined.

Responsibility for evaluation on several levels is assigned by the law,

but the specifics of those evaluations are not defined.
Therefore, a model for evaluation of special education programs

funded under P.L. 94-142 has been developed by the investigator and is

presented in this study.

The proposed model includes guidelines for the

effective use of evaluation by local education agencies (LEAs) and a

definition of the role of the evaluator.

This study also describes the

methods, the sources, and the rationale employed in the development of
the evaluation model.

The model proposed for evaluation of P.L. 94-142

funded
funded special education programs is also applicable to programs

under P.L. 89-313.
addressed by the
The remainder of this chapter states the problems
1

study and defines the purpose of the study.

also presented in this chapter.

The design of the study is

In addition, this chapter contains

made by the study,
definitions of terms used in the study, assumptions
1

.

2

limitations of the study, and examines the significance of the
study.
Finally, the last section of this chapter describes the organization
of
the s tudy

A.

Statement of the Problem

Public Law 94-142 requires that a free and appropriate public education be provided for each identified handicapped child in the least

restrictive environment.

Key features of this legislation make state

and local educational agencies accountable for providing such education.
This accountability is based upon compliance with the particular require-

ments mandated by P.L. 94-142.

Determination of compliance with the law

is accomplished through evaluations of the special education programs

and services for handicapped children provided by local education agencies.

Federal entitlements to local educational districts can be with-

held if there is substantial noncompliance which can not be remedied
through appropriate procedures of negotiation and conciliation.
It is the responsibility of State Educational Agencies (SEAs) to

determine Local Education Agencies'

(LEAs')

compliance with the law

through the application of procedures for evaluation which have been

approved by the SEA and which meet the requirements of the law.
Each such (state) plan shall. .provide for procedures for Evaluation at least annually of the
effectiveness of programs in meeting the educational needs of handicapped children (including
evaluation of Individualized Education Programs)
in accordance with such criteria that the Commissioner shall prescribe pursuant to section
617... (P.L. 94-142, Sec. 16(a) 11)
.

3

All Programs funded under P.L. 94-142 must be evaluated.

However,

the guidelines for such evaluations are not specified by the statute.

The state is left to determine "procedures" and general criteria for

determining the extent to which specific program objectives have been
met.

The old tune "Everybody's doing it, doing it, doing it..." sounds
an apt theme for what seems to be taking place in the area of special

education program evaluation.

Since the passage of P.L. 94-142, P.L.

89-313, Massachusetts General Law Chapter 766, and other federal and

state laws concerned with education, an increased emphasis on program

evaluation has evolved.

Special education is expensive and, consequent-

ly, increased accountability is demanded.

Evaluations are a major part

of the process of determining accountability

"everybody" is not "doing it" well.

.

The problem is that

There are those who strongly be-

lieve that the majority of evaluation activities undertaken are ill-

conceived and/or poorly conducted.

(Fink and Kosecoff, 1978)

The people of this country now seem to be asking more questions

and different questions regarding the effects of public education.

Because accountability has become a major concern, answers are demanded
to questions like "Are instructional methods working?"

better methods?"

"Are there

"What is the best way to invest in education?"

and how can improvements be made?"
and how well are they learning?"

"Where

"Are the students learning?

What

The approach chosen by educators to-

ward answering this kind of question is evaluation.

(Popham, 1974)
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Despite the emergent and insistent demand for accountability, the

current state-of-the-art in evaluation does little to provide those who

commission evaluations with the kind of information necessary to answer
such questions.

(Fink and Kosecoff, 1978)

Because evaluation has not

provided the necessary information for decision-makers in the field, it
has too often been seen by school personnel only as a threatening process and not as a helpful process which might enable them to re-orient

their efforts toward the desired results.
The Massachusetts Department of Education has focused efforts on

the special education program audit process.

This process is designed

to determine if a school system is in compliance with various federal

and state laws, but not to determine the effectiveness of a particular
program.

This approach cannot effectively answer all the questions be-

ing posed (Massachusetts Department of Education, 1976).

Although the

Massachusetts Department of Education has not abrogated its responsibilities in the area of program evaluation, it has yet to develop or imple-

ment consistent expectations for evaluations of programs in special
education.
for the
As a result, evaluations of special education programs

useful
Massachusetts Department of Education are not providing enough

information to school district personnel.

Evaluation reports are devel-

uneven and insufficient
oped in an atmosphere of uncertainty, provide

purpose for which they
information, and, consequently, do not serve the

were included in the legislation.
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Evaluation is, essentially, a tool for decision-makers to gather
information relative to the objectives, the operations, and the outcomes
of a given undertaking.

This information can be used to formulate real-

istic expectations, modifications, and choices about a program.

Program

evaluation, when accurately and consistently applied, can provide infor-

mation for needs assessment, resource allocation, and effective goal
setting.

(Rossi, Freeman and Wright, 1979)

The objectives and potential benefits of the evaluation process and
the role of the evaluator are often not understood by those who employ
an evaluator.

(Fink and Kosecoff,

1978)

As a result, evaluation is too

often viewed as a threatening rather than potentially helpful situation.
Consequently, a defensive posture is often assumed by those involved,

information becomes shaded, and potentially valuable feedback is blocked.
In summary, a variety of perceived factors contribute to this attitude:
(1)

Evaluation is mandated; it is done to programs;

(2)

Funds can be withheld if the evaluation is negative;

(3)

The goal of evaluation is not clearly understood;

(4)

The role of the evaluator is ambiguous;

(5)

The criteria for evaluations are often not clearly defined;

(6)

The program objectives to be evaluated are often not
clear; and

(7)

The results of the evaluation may indicate failure on a
personal or systemic level.
(Popham, 1974)

of the lack of a
As a result of these factors, and as a result
P.L. 94-142 or P.L. 89-313
unified format for conducting evaluations of

submitted to the
programs, an examination of evaluation reports

6

Massachusetts Department of Education shows them to be extremely inconsistent.

They range from relatively sophisticated and extensive examin-

ations to a single typewritten page containing very little information.
At best, the information which these reports could and should contain
are incompatible with other reports.

At worst, they are devoid of any

meaningful information concerning the operations and achievements of
the programs examined.

B.

Purpose of the Study

Examination has shown that current evaluation reports of P.L.
94-142 and P.L. 89-313 funded programs for handicapped children are

inconsistent, of uneven quality, and often do not accomplish the task
for which they were intended.

Indications are that LEAs providing pro-

grams which must be evaluated often do not understand how to use the

evaluation process effectively.

The goals of evaluation and the role of

the evaluator must be clarified if the process of evaluating funded

programs for handicapped children is to provide consistent and usefully
informative reports.
of P.L.
It was the purpose of this study to examine the mandates

evalua94-142 and P.L. 89-313, current evaluation theory, and current

tion reports submitted in Region
of Education in order
ator,

(2)

(1)

I

of the Massachusetts State Department

to more clearly define the role of the evalu-

utilization of the
to develop guidelines for more effective

evaluation process by LEAs, and

(3)

to develop a model for the evalua-

funded programs serving the needs
tion of P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313
of handicapped children.

7

C.

Design of the Study

This study was designed to develop a model for evaluating P.L.

94-142 and P.L. 89-313 funded programs.

(See Figure 1)

The model,

described in Chapter IV of this study, was developed following examination of the following elements:
(1)

Current evaluation theory;

(2)

Legislative mandates; and

(3)

Identified strengths and weaknesses of current
evaluation practices.

Evaluation theory and legislative mandates were examined and incorporated into an evaluation assessment index.

Current evaluation

reports of P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313 funded projects submitted in

Massachusetts for the 1977-1978 school year were rated against this

assessment index to provide information regarding the

weaknesses of current evaluation practices.

s

-engths and

On the basis of the infor

mation developed, a three part model for evaluating P.L. 94-142 and
P.L. 89-313 funded projects was constructed.

Those three parts include

procedural and informaa description of the evaluator's role, a set of
and a generaltional guidelines for effective utilization of evaluation
P.L. 89-313 proized evaluation design for evaluating P.L. 94-142 or

jects.

mandates involved
The evaluation theories and the legislative

study and the methodology and
are fully discussed in Chapter II of this
and weaknesses of current
presentation of data identifying the strengths

Chapter III of this study.
evaluation practices are fully described in

8

Figure

1

Study Design

.

;

9

Evaluation theory

1.

Evaluation theory was examined including the

.

role of the evaluator, selected evaluation models, basic concepts of

educational evaluation and selected types of evaluation.

The results of

this examination were applied toward the development of an assessment

index for rating current evaluation reports submitted to the state and
toward developing the model for evaluating P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313

programs

2.

Legi s lati ve mandates

.

The federal mandates of P.L. 94-142, P.L.

89-313, and the applicable state mandates of MGL Chapter 766 were exam-

ined in order to formulate general criteria for determining the extent
to which specific legislative requirements have been met.

These cri-

teria included the following:
(1)

Identification of handicapped children and priorities;

(2)

Assessment;

(3)

Procedural safeguards;

(4)

The Individualized Education Program (IEP)

(5)

Least restrictive environment;

(6)

Special education;

(7)

Related services; and

(8)

Financial requirements.

3.

Assessment index

.

Based upon evaluation theory and upon the legis-

89-313 an assessment index was
lative mandates of P.L. 94-142 and P.L.

developed.

legislative
This assessment index posed questions concerning

design, and outcome
requirements, as well as information, procedural,

10

questions.

A rating system was established to weigh the degree of

responsiveness of individual evaluation reports in order to describe
4.

current evaluation practices.

Identified strengths and weaknesses of current evaluation reports

.

The evaluation reports for P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313 funded programs
.

submitted to the Region

I

Office of the Massachusetts Department of

Education for the 1977-1978 school year were rated against this assess-

ment index.

The data were analyzed to describe current evaluation

practices and to identify the relative strengths and weaknesses of those
practices.

The results of this analysis were incorporated into the

6.

model evaluation design developed in the study.

5

The role of the evaluator in implementing the evaluation design.

upon evaluation theory and upon the findings concerning current
Based
7.
terms
practices, the role of the evaluator was defined and described in

of implementing the evaluation design.

uation process
Guidelines for more effective utilization of the eval
by LEAs

.

utilization of
A series of guidelines for the more effective

evaluation by LEAs was developed.

This includes a model evaluation de-

sign developed in the study.
programs.
Model evaluation design for P.L. 94- 142 funded

Based upon

mandates of P.L. 94-142, and
evaluation theory, upon the legislative

weaknesses of current evaluation
upon the identified strengths and
developed which includes an evaluation
practices, an evaluation model was
programs.
94-142 and P.L. 89-313 funded
design format for evaluating P.L.

.
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D.

Definition of Terms in the Study

Assessment index

1.

.

An instrument developed by the investigator in

the course of this study for the purpose of rating current evaluation

reports of P.L. 94-142 or P.L. 89-313 funded programs submitted to the
state in order to identify the strengths and weaknesses of those

reports

2.

Evaluation

.

The process of examining a program in order to develop

information on the status

,

the progress

,

and/or the outcomes of that

program.

3

.

Evaluation reports

.

Those reports concerning P.L. 94-142 or P.L.

89-313 funded programs which are submitted to the state by LEAs as

required before entitlement funds can be received.

4.

Handicapped children.

Children who are mentally retarded, hard of

hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionimpaired or
ally disturbed, orthopedically impaired, or other health
thereof,
children with specific learning disabilities, who, by reason

94-142, Sec. 602).
require special education and related services (P.L.

because it
Although this term is generally not used in Massachusetts
needs, it is used in
categorizes and stigmatizes children with special
study.
the federal legislation addressed by this

5-

I.E.P.

must be written for
An Individualized Education Plan which

each handicapped child,

present levels
the IEP must assess the child's

goals and instructional objectives,
of performance, must devise major

.
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and must develop a listing of services to be provided.

In addition, an

IEP must describe the extent of the child's participation in regular

classrooms, and must develop time tables, and evaluation and review
procedures.

6.

Parents should be consulted in the design of the IEP.

The Local Educational Agency which provides the educational

LEA.

services (usually the school district or a collaborative of school
districts)

7.

P.L. 89-313

An amendment to Title

.

I

of Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-10) to provide support to state agencies

directly responsible for the education of handicapped children.

8.

P.L. 94-142.

A comprehensive special education law which assures

handicapped children
a free and appropriate public education for all
their parents
and assures that the rights of handicapped children and

will be protected.

9.

Region

I

.

established
The Massachusetts Department of Education has

the state into regions.
six regional offices which geographically divide

Region

10.

I

SEA.

includes the greater Boston area.
the provision of
The State Educational Agency which oversees

educational services.

:

13

Assumptions of the Study

E.

This study made the following assumptions:
It was assumed that an evaluation model could be
designed which was broad enough to match the comprehensiveness of the law yet unified enough to
elicit consistent information;

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

It was assumed that consistency in the evaluation
process is possible and useful;
It was assumed that guidelines for the effective
use of evaluation by LEAs would help to improve
future service plans;
It was assumed that the information contained in
the evaluation reports from Region I was similar
to the information in reports from other regions
of the state; and
It was assumed that the evaluation reports from
Region I would display all the major strengths
and weaknesses of current practice.

F

.

Limitations of the Study

of the following
This study must be considered in the light

limitations
(1)

(2)

(3)

examined and
The Evaluation Reports which were
weaknesses
analyzed to identify the strengths and
consisted entirely
of current evaluation practices
of six regions
of all the reports from only one
Education.
of
Department
in the Massachusetts
of reports conThe Evaluation Reports consisted
school year.
1977-1978
ducted only during the
It was felt
depth.
Case law was not examined in
legislative
the
that the extensive coverage of
the special
evolution of P.L. 94-142 as well as
research preclude
ized requirements of judicial
close examination in this area.

14

G.

Significance of the Study

The local educational agency .. .plan must be thought
of as a management information system, a document
that may be conceived of as a problem-solving process that includes planning, designing, implementa(Kaufman,
tion, control, evaluation, and revision.
1972)

The legislative mandates included in P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313

have had and will continue to have pervasive effects upon the provision
of educational services to the children of our nation.

The scope of

required services has been enlarged and more clearly defined while

accountability for providing those services has been increased.
Each LEA must submit an application (plan) for reimbursement of
funds expected under the provisions of P.L. 94-142.

That plan

...can either be a reactive paper document, completed solely for the purpose of complying with
the Act to receive Part B money, or it can be a
proactive management plan, which provides a means
to achieve a free, appropriate public education
(Barbacovi, 1976)
for all handicapped children.
for effective
The development and deployment of a model providing

between these annually
and consistent evaluation could provide linkage

required plans.

levels,
Information for planning, at the local and state

therefore form a
would be developed in a consistent format and could

data base for projection to other LEAs
states.

,

other regions, and even other

disseminated more
Model programs could be identified and

be modified on the basis
readily, while less effective programs could
areas.
of what was accomplished in other

negative perceptions of the evalu
In addition, previously described
could
or insufficient information
ation process resulting in inaccurate

15

be extenuated.

Training in the performance or the utilization of evalu-

ation would be enhanced by standard referencing.

Finally, the quality

and utility of information elicited by the evaluation process would be

increased through the development and deployment of a model evaluation
design specifically intended to address the requirements of P.L. 94-142
and P.L. 89-313.

H.

Organization of the Study

This study is organized into four additional chapters as follows:

1

Chapter II:

.

A Review of the Literature

,

examines current special

education legislation and current evaluation theory.

Specifically,

evaluator is
the mandates of P.L. 94-142 are reviewed, the role of the
examined, and
discussed, basic concepts of educational evaluation are
are described and
selected types of evaluation and evaluation models

explored for strengths and weaknesses.

2

.

Chapter XII:

Current Practices

,

describes the development of an

reports.
assessment index for rating current evaluation

The methods

current evaluation reports
and procedures used to apply that index to

data derived from the evaluation
and the results of an analysis of the
reports are presented.

on areas of
The analysis provides information

practices.
strengths and weaknesses in current

This information was

in
the evaluation model presented
utilized toward the development of

Chapter IV of this study.
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3.

Chapter IV:

A Model for the Evaluation of P.L. 94-142 and P.L.

89-313 Funded Programs, describes an evaluation model.

This model was

based upon the mandates of P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313 and upon current
evaluation theories as described in Chapter II of the study.

It is also

based upon the data derived concerning current practices as described in
Chapter III of this study.

This model includes guidelines for more ef-

fective utilization of the evaluation process, a description of the
role of the evaluator, and an evaluation design.

4.

Chapter V:

Major Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

,

con-

the conclusions
sists of a summary of the major findings of the study,

indicated by
reached as a result of the study, and the recommendations

the study.

CHAPTER

II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter examines the history of federal legislation leading
to the passage of P.L. 94-142, the evaluation requirements of that

legislation and the evaluation requirements of other federal education
It also discusses aspects of the role of the evaluator, ex-

programs.

selected
amines basic concepts of educational evaluation, and reviews

types of evaluation and evaluation models.

A.

An Examination of the History of Federal Legislation

Leading to P.L. 94-142
and the implicaAlthough this study focuses upon the requirements

Children Act (P.L. 94-142)
tions of the Education for All Handicapped

Congressional action leading
which became law on November 29, 1975,
been underway for some twenty
toward this landmark legislation had
years.

83rd Congress each added
A series of laws beginning in the

a

gradually extending the scope
mechanism or an area of responsibility,
provision and regulation of educational
of legislation affecting the

services for handicapped children.

reThis section of the literature

passage of
preceding and leading toward the
view will describe the laws
P.L. 94-142.

provided support for the American
From 1879, when Congress
the
President Eisenhower signed
the Blind, until 1954 when

House for

the
Congress had not recognised
Research Act (P.L. 83-531)
handicapped. Funds
for the education of the
aid
categorical
for
need
17
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for implementation of this act were not appropriated until 1957 and

Congress directed that those funds be used for research related to the

education of the mentally retarded.

Money was not provided for the

education of the handicapped, but was channelled to colleges, universities, and state departments of education for the support of cooperative

research, surveys, demonstrations and dissemination of information con-

cerning the education of the mentally retarded.
The 85th Congress passed two laws affecting the education of handi-

capped children, Captioned Films for the Deaf (P.L. 85-905) and Training
of Professional Personnel

(P.L. 85-926).

P.L. 85-905 was primarily

did
concerned with cultural enrichment and recreational issues, but it
into other
have educational implications and was later incorporated

legislation.

the
P.L. 85-926 encouraged the training of teachers in

education of mentally retarded children.

This law was also later in-

corporated into more comprehensive legislation.
by P.L. 87-715, expandFor example, P.L. 85-905 was amended in 1959
both the production and distribution
ing the original act to provide for
of captioned films for the deaf.

P.L. 85-926 was augmented by the

87-276) which authorized suppassage of Teachers of the Deaf Ret (P.L.

the deaf.
port for training classroom teachers of

Thus, through this

established programs for training
series of laws, the federal government
of
mental retardation and education
personnel in the specific areas of

the deaf.

won
administration, a series of laws
Beginning with the Kennedy
later assume
the structure which would
passed which began to define
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responsibility for the education of all handicapped children.

The

Mental Retardation Facilities and Mental Health Construction Centers
Act (P.L. 88-164) brought together the captioned film program and ex-

panded both teacher training and research programs.

Section 301 of

P.L. 88-164 amended P.L. 85-926 by combining the areas of retardation

and deafness, and by expanding the authority to train personnel to work

with handicapping conditions not previously included, categories such
as hard of hearing, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously

emotionally disturbed and crippled.
With the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA)

of 1965

dismantled.

(P.L. 89-10)

,

the Division of Handicapped Children was

The programs previously administered by the Division were

placed in various administrative units within the new structure.
Title

I

ESEA,

served children with handicapping conditions in low income

areas through local education agencies.

ESEA, Title II supported inno-

provisions for supplemenvative programs as well as new programs through
tal centers.
serving the handiHowever, no specific provisions were made for
the passage of P.L. 89-313.
capped until later in the 89th Congress with

Section 6 of this Act amended ESEA, Title

I

to provide support to state

education of handicapped children.
agencies directly responsible for the
ESEA, Title

agencies.

I

local education
originally only supported programs through

the federal govThrough this series of laws and amendments,

equipof personnel, services and
ernment now provided for the funding

institutions for the handicapped.
ment for state schools and

;
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The 1966 ESEA Amendments (P.L. 89-750) added Title VI, "Education
of the Handicapped."

This law had three main provisions:

(1)

A national advisory committee on handicapped
children was instituted;

(2)

A program of grants to states for the initiation,
expansion, and improvement of programs for educating handicapped children in pre-school, elementary
and secondary schools was initiated; and

(3)

A bureau within the United States Office of Education, to provide coordination and leadership for
programs affecting handicapped children, was
created.

Within the United States Office of Education, the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped assumed responsibility for the education of
the handicapped on a comparable level with other bureaus within the

This meant that their specialists would have access at top

office.

policy making levels within U.S.O.E.
(P.L. 90-247)
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1976

handicapped.
further broadened the benefits made available to the

The

of Education
provisions of this act expanded all aspects of the Bureau

direct support of children in
for the Handicapped programs including the
the schools.

following:
The 1967 Amendments provided for the

(1)

Regional resource centers;

(2)

of education
Recruitment of personnel into the field
for the handicapped;

(3)

information about
Development and dissemination of
programs

(4)

include all
Expansion of the media programs to
handicapped children;

(5)

blind children;
Centers and services for deaf and
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(6)

The earmarking of 15% of Title II funds for programs
and projects for the education of the handicapped;

(7)

Increased Title I funding for children in state
operated and supported schools for the handicapped;

(8)

Extension and expansion of the program for research
in the education of the handicapped; and

(9)

Changes in Title VI grants to states designed to
insure that Title VI programs be of sufficient quality and magnitude to offer reasonable possibility of
(E.S.E.A., 1967)
effectiveness.

"From January 1970 to November 1975, sixty-one bills were passed

that directly pertained to the handicapped."
111)

(LaVor, M.

,

1976, pp. 103-

The Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 93-380) made changes in the

advancement of state and local plans for providing for the education of
the handicapped.

P.L. 93-380 contained optional timelines for making

educational programs available to handicapped children.

A provision for

due process was included in P.L. 93-380 and funding for the provisions

remained competitive.

In addition to these new provisions to the Educa-

tion for the Handicapped Act

,

P.L. 93-380 also brought changes to P.L.

agencies
89-313 programs by requiring that all children in participating
their special needs
be provided an education which was comensurate with

and which met state education agency standards.

It became possible,

community of a handicapped
under this act, for funds to revert to the

attended a school in his
person when that person left an institution and
community.

government estabThrough this series of laws, the federal

education for the handilished a mechanism for providing and overseeing

provided for due process, and
capped, set standards for that education,
handicapped
to the community where a
set up a funding precendent related

child lived.

:

,
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The federal Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-

was the culmination of twenty years of legislative efforts and

142)

changes and was established as one of a few permanent federal legislative
acts.
pp.

The authority established has no expiration date (Jones, J., 1976,

183-193).

education.

P.L. 94-142 defined those changes in federal support of

To comply with this legislation, state and local school sys-

tems must establish programs to provide free and appropriate public edu-

cation for all of America's handicapped children.

Previous laws had been

permissive, providing federal aid as an incentive to the state and local
agencies (Martin, E.W.

,

1976, pp. 132-135).

The Bureau of Education for

the Handicapped (BEH) is now directly responsible for administration,

implementation, monitoring, and compliance activities of the new law
(Rostetter, C.

,

1977, pp. 90-96).

P.L. 94-142 revised Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act
(P.L.

89-750, Title VI)

leaving other components of the original act

substantially unchanged and operative.

Irvin summarizes the purposes

advanced in the revisions of P.L. 94-142.

These included assurances

that
(1)

All handicapped children would have available
to them a free, appropriate public education,

(2)

The rights of handicapped children and their
parents would be protected;

(3)

(

4

)

provided
Aid to states and localities would be
children,
for the education of all handicapped
and
handi
The effectiveness of efforts to educate
(Irvin, T.
capped children would be assessed.
1976, pp. 135-137)
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This study bases its justification for creating a model to assess

the evaluated outcomes of programs in Massachusetts funded with P.L.
94-142 monies upon these assurances and upon assurance

The handicapped child

1.

.

(4)

in particular.

Handicapped children are defined as:

...mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf,
speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously
emotionally disturbed, orthopedically impaired,
or other health impaired, or children with specific learning disabilities, who, by reason thereof, require special education and related services.
(P.L. 94-142, Sec. 602)
The law specifically dictates that children falling within this

definition who, due to their handicaps, need special instruction or related help in order to learn, are to be provided such services.

Special

education is defined as specially designed instruction which may take
program
place in a special class or through an individually prescribed

implemented within the mainstream of a regular class.

When needs require,

institutions.
this instruction may take place in homes, hospitals, or

children in the
This special education is to be provided to handicapped

parents or guardians.
least restrictive environment and at no cost to
extent possible, handicapped
The law stipulates that, to the maximum
are not handicapped.
children be educated along with children who

2.

The Individualized Education Plan

.

Section

4 of

P.L. 94 142

a written individualized educaquires that each handicapped child have
In designing such individual4).
tion program (IEP) (P.L. 94-142, Sec.

made to consult with parents or
ized programs, every effort must be

guardians of the child.

The IEP should include:

;;
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(1)

Present levels of education performance;

(2)

Major goals for the academic year;

(3)

Short-term instructional objectives;

(4)

A list of specific services to be provided;

(5)

The extent to which the child would be able to
participate in a regular classroom;

(6)

Timetables;

(7)

Evaluation procedures; and

(8)

3

.

A review of the child's program, on at least
an annual basis.

Plans required of state and local educational agencies

.

The law

specifies that each state must submit to the U.S. Commissioner of Educa
critical
tion an annual state plan which addresses itself to a series of

points.

Local educational agencies must also address themselves to

for federal
these points in completing their application forms (plans)

entitlement under P.L. 94-142.

These critical points include:

(1)

Provisions for extensive child identification
procedures

(2)

Inclusion of "full service" goals and detailed
timetables

(3)

procedures;
A guarantee of complete due process

(4)

consultation;
Assurance of regular parent or guardian

(5)

(6)

for compre
Maintenance of programs and procedures
inservice
hensive personnel development, including
training;

provided to
Certainty of special education being
"least restrictive
all handicapped children in the
environment;
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(7)

Guarantee of nondiscriminatory testing and
evaluation;

(8)

Establishment of policies and procedures to
protect the confidentiality of data and information;

(9)

Presentation of an effective policy guaranteeing
the right of all handicapped children to a free,
appropriate public education, at no cost to
parents or guardians;

(10)

(11)

Assurance of the maintenance of an individualized
program for all handicapped children;

Provision of a surrogate to act for any child
when parents or guardians are either unknown or
unavailable, or when said child is a legal ward
(P.L. 94-142, Sec. 614)
of the state.

Monitoring of P.L. 94-142 programs is the responsibility of the
points.
state agency and must address itself to all these critical

In

an annual
addition, the law requires the state to provide for at least
the education
evaluation of the effectiveness of each program in meeting

al needs of handicapped children.

B.

(P.L.

94-142, Sec. 613)

Feder al Program Evaluation Requirements

evaluation requirements
This section of the study describes the

mandated under the following legislation:
(1)

P.L. 94-142 - Part B

(2)

P.L. 95-561 - Title I

(3)

P.L. 95-561 - Title IV

(4)

P.L. 95-561 - Title VII

(5)

P.L. 90-576 - Title

I
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The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-

1.

142), Part B - "Assistance for Education of All Handicapped Children,"

sets down evaluation requirements for the United States Commissioner
of Education as follows:

(now Secretary)

Section 618
(b)

-

Evaluation

...the Commissioner shall (2) provide for the evaluation of programs and
projects assisted under this part through (A) the development of effective methods and
procedures for evaluation;
(B) the testing and validation of such evaluation methods and procedures; and
(C) conducting actual evaluation studies designed to test the effectiveness of such
programs and projects.
(P.L. 94-142)

This section of the law has been implemented on the federal level.

The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped annually identifies and

validates exemplary programs.

a.

Code of Federal Regulations

.

Regulations have also been devel

handicapped
oped which address the issue of evaluating programs for
children.
(a)

-

121
Under Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part

Children," the
"Assistance to States for Education of Handicapped

following requirements appear:
§121a.601 Monitoring and evaluation activities
Each state educational agency shall:
evaluation activities
(a) Undertake monitoring and
public agencies
all
of
to insure compliance
of
requirements
within the state with the
Subpart C, D and E.
specific time(b) Develop procedures (including
public
lines) for monitoring and evaluating
handiof
agencies involved in the education
inmust
capped children. These procedures
clude
data and reports;
(1) Collection of
:

:
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(2)
(3)

(4)

Conduct of on-site visits;
Audit of federal fund utilization; and
Comparison of a sampling of individualized education programs with the programs actually provided.
(45 CFR Part 121)

These regulating requirements have resulted in the development of admin-

istrative guidelines which must be followed by each project.
94In order to receive funds under P.L. 89-313, and now for P.L.

elements as stipu142, projects must have incorporated the following

United States
lated by the Bureau of Education of the Handicapped,

Office of Education (now Education Department)
(1)

(2)

(3)

provide
special Educational Services Each project shall
is
which
program
educational
within itself or within the
serinstructional
supplemented by the project, direct
vices to eligible handicapped children.
:

the proChild-centered Obj ectives Major objectives of
in the
changes
ject must be stated in terms of expected
of
group
achievement and performance of a specified
handicapped children;
:

must be of sufficient
Size, Sco pe and Quality Projects
substantial progress
size, scope, and quality to assure
participating
meeting identified major needs of
:

toward
children.

(

4}

Other Federal Ef_
Coordination wit h Local, State and
nature and extent o
Each proposal shall specify the
other feAera
coordination with local, state, and
}fl°e _
effected
been
qrams and agencies which have
will take place
velopment of the program, and which
the project itself, if approved.

m

,C,

m

contain provisions for
Evaluation: Each project shall
provide within themselves
evaluati on. Projects that
should be evaluated in
direct instructional services
services on the educat
terms of the impact of such
and
achievement of the children served,
not

supplemented
structional'^services'o^theTprogranTwhich is
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by the project, as well as in terms of other stated
project objectives.

Disseminating and Reporting The manner and extent to
which information about the project will be communicated to others shall be specified, and assurance given
that the applicant will make such reports as are re(HEW, 1971)
quired by the state educational agency.
:

(6)

Item

(5)

It is

above clearly sets forth an evaluation requirement.

employed in the
just as clear that the evaluation approach that is to be
programs.
process is left to the discretion of those administering the

several points
The same Administrative Manual goes on to discuss

associated with program evaluation:
(1)

(

2)

(

3)

Essential to every project is
importance of Evaluation
is happening or has
what
the process of appraising
of effort and
expenditures
the
happened as a result of
who conduct tne
those
to
money. Evaluation is important
to achieve
efforts
ongoing
project as a part of their
of the
members
and
their goals and to keep educators
developments.
community appraised of educational
:

Participating agencies,
ppgpnnci hiiitv for Evaluation
schools must assume
local educational agencies, and
research
responsibility for evaluation. Elaborate
attainments
and
oriented assessment of pupil changes,
required. However, sysin individual projects are not
which go beyond
tematic procedures must be presented
indicate the impact of
casual teacher observations to
involved in every
services on the handicapped children
approved project.
:

Methods and procedures to be
Methods of Evaluation
in terms of its stated
used in evaluating ¥ich project
uic educational achieve
imnact on the
a of
raf its
i i-o
impact
objectives and
children s
ment of participating handicapped
application. Project funds
described in detail in an
for the ^ve “pment^f
should not be used extensively
none are current y
new test instruments where
subjective data based o
It is appropriate to use
and descriptions when obcarefully collected records
(HEW, 1971)
jective data are not available.
,

•

•

^

,
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The evaluation requirements described above are broad in scope and
do not identify evaluation methodology that could or should be employed;

nor do they identify the manner in which evaluation data should be

presented.

This leaves considerable latitude in these areas to the in-

dividual projects.

2.

The Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-561), "Title

I

-

Financial

Assistance to Meet Special Educational Needs of Children," (ESEA, Title
I)

set forth new, and rather stringent conditions for program evaluations.

Part A - Programs operated by Local Educational Agencies
Section 124(g) Evaluations - A local educational agency
may receive funds under this title only if (1) effective procedures are adopted for evaluating,
in accordance with the evaluation schedule promulgated by the Commissioner under section 183(g)
the effectiveness of the programs assisted under
this title in meeting the special educational
needs of educationally handicapped children;
Part D - Federal Administration of Program and Projects
Section 183 - Program Evaluation
- The Commissioner shall
(a) Independent Evaluations
which describe and
evaluations
provide for independent
assisted
projects
and
measure the impact of programs
provided
be
may
under this title. Such evaluations
such evalby contract or other arrangements, and all
independent
and
uations shall be made by competent
opinions
persons, and shall include, whenever possible,
the
about
participants
obtained from program or project
projects.
and
strengths and weaknesses of such programs
- The Commissioner
Evaluation Standards and Schedule
for evaluation
shall (1) develop and publish standards
in achieving the
of program or project effectiveness
consultaobjectives of this title, and (2) develop,
representatives
and
tion with state educational agencies
for conducting
schedule
a
agencies,
of local educational
to ensure that
evaluations under section 124(g) designed
samples of
evaluations are conducted in representative
in any state each year
the local educational agencies
only after widesprea
Such standards will be developed
(b)

m

.
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consultation and hearings with practicing state and
local agency evaluators, and the Commissioner's standards will reflect the input of these groups.
(c) Jointly Sponsored Studies - The Commissioner shall
consult with state and local educational agencies in
order to provide for jointly sponsored objective evaluation studies of programs and the projects assisted
under this title within a state.

Evaluation Models - The Commissioner shall provide
to state educational agencies models for evaluations of
all programs conducted under this title, for their use
of carrying out their functions under section 172,
which shall include uniform procedures and criteria to
be utilized by local educational agencies and state agencies, as well as by the state educational agency in the
evaluation of such programs. In developing evaluation
design models the Commissioner shall consult with state
and local evaluators experienced in conducting such
evaluations
(d)

Technical Assistance - The Commissioner shall provide
such technical and other assistance as may be necessary
to state educational agencies to enable them to assist
local educational agencies and state agencies in the development and application of a systematic evaluation of
the
programs in accordance with the models developed by
Commissioner.
(e)

- The models
Specification of the Objective Criteria
objective
developed by the Commissioner shall specify
of
evaluation
the
in
utilized
be
criteria which shall
longias
(such
techniques
outline
all programs and shall
programs)
such
in
involved
tudinal studies of children
which yield
and methodology (such as the use of tests
are compar
which
data
comparable results) for producing
basis.
able on a statewide and nationwide
D)
(P.L. 95-561, Title I Part A or Part
(f)

let
United States Office of Education
In response to this mandate the

to develop an evaluation and
contract to the RMC Research Corporation

reporting system for Title I.

1979The system is now, in school year

nationwide.
1980, being implemented
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The purpose of the evaluation and reporting system is to provide

information about Title

I

projects at the school building, school disData are collected and/or aggregated

trict, state and federal levels.

on six topics:
(c)

p.

personnel,
1)

participation,

(a)

(d)

training,

(e)

(b)

parent advisory councils,

cost, and

(f)

impact (Tallmadge, 1976,

•

The major focus of the system is the collection of impact data and
the measurement of achievement gains made by students.

The effort is

the question,
to obtain as clear and unambiguous an answer as possible to

project than
"How much more did pupils learn by participating in the

they would have learned without it?"

(Tallmadge, 1976, p.

2)

five evaluation
In order to obtain the answer to that question,

models were designed.
evaluator.

One must be selected and used by the project

by the United
The models that have been adopted for use

States Office of Education for ESEA Title
(1)

(2)

I

are.

Groups.
Model 1 - Posttest Comparison with Matched
paired in terms
This model requires that children be
member of each pair
of pretest measures and that one
group and the
be randomly assigned to the treatment
other to the comparison group.

Model 2 - Analysis of Covariance^
where individua
This model is appropriate to use
and comparitreatment
to
pupils are randomly assigned
are
which
groups
son groups or where pre-existing
and
treatment
to
sufficiently similar are assigned
procovariance
of
comparison conditions. Analysis
ora
to
adjustment
vides an appropriate statistical
groups.
between
pensate for pretest score differences
_

Special Repression Models.
are the Regression Pro^o regressiorTmodels suggested
degression-discontinuity Model
action Model and the
of treatment particxpa
In both models, the selection
pre
basis of performance on the
is determined on the
those
pretested and
All pupils in a group are
test.
ivw^i

-

3

-
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who score above or below a particular score are assigned
to the treatment group while the remaining pupils serve
as a comparison group.
(4)

Model 4 - General Regression Model
This model may be thought of as a more generalized form
of the Analysis of Covariance Model.
Posttest differences between any two (or more) groups can be tested,
with adjustments for the effects of any number of quantifiable variables such as pretest scores, sex, location,
ets., and their interactions.
The effects of using
curved regression lines can also be tested and removed.

(5)

Model 5 - Norm-referenced Model
Project children are compared to a norm group usually
comprised of a nationally representative sample of
children at the same grade level. The no-treatment
expectation is that the project pupils will maintain,
at posttesting, the same achievement status with respect
If their
to the norm group as they had at pretesting.
is
made
that
posttest status is higher, the assumption
in
the
the improvement resulted from participation
(Horst, 1976, pp. 48-75)
special project.

.

The ESEA Title

.

I

They

Evaluation Models are statistically based.

should, if properly employed, yield an answer to the previously stated

question, "How much more did pupils learn by participating in the project than they would have learned without it?"
In order to help personnel of the various state departments of

education and of the local educational agencies in their efforts to
use the models, the United States Office of Education, ESEA Title

program has established regional technical assistance centers.

I

These

who have the
centers are staffed, under federal contracts, with people
will be used
experience necessary to assure that the evaluation models

properly.

.

.
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3.

The Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-561) Title IV

al Improvement, Resources and Support (ESEA Title IV)

-

Education-

describes a vague

evaluation requirement for programs supported by this title as follows:
Part A - General Provisions
Section 404 - State Plans
(b)
(1) The state advisory council shall
projects
and
programs
of
all
(C) evaluation
assisted under this title;
(P.L. 95-561 Title IVA)
The evaluation requirement is vague because no process, procedure
or models are set out for this evaluation.

Under these conditions each

of the states has their own evaluation format for Title IV programs.

Curriculum
In Massachusetts, the Department of Education, Bureau of
encouraging the
Services, ESEA Title IV, Part C Program (1978) has been
will enable
recipients of funds to develop project evaluation plans that

them to withstand a validation review.

Validation is a process by which

educational practice it has implea school system demonstrates that an

mented is effective.
criteria
The validation process focuses upon three

m

(2)

(

3)

Evidence of Effectiveness. Supporting evidence
attainment of the
is provided to show that the
to the proattributed
major objective (s) can be
ject activities.
to demonExportability. Information is provided
the protransport
strate that it is feasible to
and
districts
gram or practice to other school
school
other
that it can be adopted or adapted by
districts

information is
Economic Efficiency. Sufficient
_
start-up, oper
provided describing needed costs of
population to be
ation and management, and the
evidence of efserved, which, when combined with
assist an
fectiveness and exportability will
make an informed
teres ted school district to
,

.

.
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decision about adoption or adaption of the program
or practice.
(Hampshire Educational Collaborative, 1978, p. 7)
Through the implementation of this validation process it is clear
that some rigorous evaluation procedures will be employed at the various

project sites.

However, unlike ESEA Title I, there are no pre-estab-

lished evaluation procedures which must be used.

The evaluation proced-

ures models that are used are devised by the project personnel and/or

their external evaluator.
The data, or evidence, that evolves from the project's evaluation
selecis presented to a validation team during a visit to the project,

ted by the Title IVC staff.

The validation team decides if the evidence,

regarding the attainthe evaluation data presented, supports claims made

ment of the major objective

(s)

of the project (Hampshire Educational

Collaborative, 1978)

beyond the forms used for
There is no uniformity with this process
Collaborative, 1979).
applying for validation (Hampshire Educational

project to project and the
The evaluation designs differ markedly from

members for each visit.
validation teams are made up of different

How-

strengthen the basis upon which
ever, some effort is being made to
of these federally funded proclaims are made regarding the outcomes

grams
- BilinCP.L, 95-561), "Title VII
The Education Amendments of 1978
the Conanother interesting view of how
gual Education Act," presents
will
which procedures for evaluation
gress sets the conditions under
4

.

take place.
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Part B - Administration
Section 731 - Office of Bilingual Education
(e)
(3) By September 20, 1980 the Secretary shall develop
evaluation and data gathering models, which take
into account linguistic and cultural differences
of the child, which consider the availability and
the operations of state programs for such children,
and shall include allowances for variables which
are applicable to programs under this title such
as pupil- teacher ratios, teacher qualifications,
length of the program, hours of instruction, percentage of children in the classroom who are
English dominant and the percentage who have
limited English proficiency.
(P.L. 95- 561 Title VIIB)
The future conditions set by Congress for Bilingual Education pro-

gram evaluation approximate very closely those set for ESEA, Title

I.

The major differences appear to be that the evaluation and data collec-

tion models will have to address unique bilingual issues.

5.

The Vocational Education Act (P.L. 90-576) "Title

I

-

Part A

General Provisions," presents a very unstructured requirement for the

evaluation of vocational programs and place it as a responsibility for
advisory councils.
Section 104 - National and State Advisory Councils
programs, services
(C) Evaluate vocational education
(b)
Cl)
and activities assisted under this title, and
publish and distribute the results thereof?
(P.L. 90-576 Title IA)
regulations, unlike
Beyond this statutory requirement the program
above under the Education
the requirements for those programs cited

Amendments of 1978
a.

,

states conduct
establish the scope of the evaluation

(45 CFR
Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations
Programs
Education
Part 104) Part 1Q4 State Vocational

;

;
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§104.402 Evaluation by state board.
The state board shall, during the five-year period of the
state plan, evaluate in quantitative terms the effectiveness of each formally organized program or project supported by federal, state, and local funds. These
evaluations shall be in terms of:
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)
(6)

b.

Quality and availability of instructional
offerings
Guidance, counseling, and placement and
follow-up services;
Capacity and condition of facilities and
equipment;
Employer participation in cooperative programs
of vocational education;
Teacher/pupil ratios; and
Teacher qualifications.

Results of student achievement as measured, for example, by:
measures;
(1) Standard occupational proficiency

Wage rates;
Duration of employment; and
performance of vocational
(4) Employer satisfaction with
with performance of
compared
as
students
education
persons who have not had vocational education.
services, as measured by the sugc. The results of additional
of this
gested criteria under paragraphs a., b., and c.
these
to
Act
the
section, that the state provides under
(2)

(3)

special populations:

Women
Members of minority groups;
(3) Handicapped persons;
and
(4) Disadvantaged persons;
ability.
English-speaking
(5) Persons of limited
3212.)
U.S.C.
(Implements Sec. 122(b)(1); 20
(

1)

(2)

_

.

§104.403 Use of results of evaluation.
to
evaluation shall be used as a basis
(a) The results of the
conducted under the approved
revise and improve the programs
.

evaluations
shall make the results of the
vocational
on
council
advisory
readily available to the state
education.
2312.)
(Sec. 112(b) (1) (A); 20 U.S.C.

^rThe^tat^board

requireevaluation expectations and/or
It is clear that government
that there will
It is equally clear
from program to program.

ments vary
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be great variance in the role evaluators play under the various ap-

plicable regulations.

C.

The Role of the Evaluator

The role of the program evaluator is developed from either of two

positions: that of the external evaluator or that of the internal evaluator

.

In the external case, an outsider is called upon to certify or

ascertain whether or not a particular program attained a specified scope
of success.

This evaluator is viewed as an objective and unbiased ob-

server who may well have new insights not readily apparent to those who
have worked closely with the program being evaluated.

In the internal

function,
case, a person who is a part of the program has, as a primary
on evaluation mata responsibility to work closely with program staff

ters.

functionUsing an insider's sense of program goals, design, and

and improve the program
ing processes, information is gathered to assess

being evaluated (Fink and Kosecoff, 1978, p. 4).
their emphases
While these two roles are not mutually exclusive,

kinds of information they selecare sufficiently different so that the

tively gather are significantly different.

The view of the function of

purpose of the evaluation.
the evaluator is directly related to the
oriented in neither view, but
Programs benefit from an evaluator who is
of both in his or her evaluation.
is able to incorporate elements

internal evaluation are listed
some advantages of external versus
as follows

(Scriven, 1972, p.

108;

Suchman, 1972, pp. 82 84)
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(1)

Advantages of External Evaluators
(a)

An external evaluator probably has more experience
in program evaluation;

(b)

An external evaluator brings the objectivity of
an outsider;

(c)

An external evaluator has no vested interest in
program outcomes; and

(d)

(2)

An external evaluator takes on the major part of
the evaluation burden from the program staff.

Advantages of Internal Evaluators
(a)

An internal evaluator is more familiar with the
program setting;

(b)

An internal evaluator knows the program staff;

(c)

An internal evaluator understands the organizational
issues of the school setting;

(d)

details
An internal evaluator is familiar with all
and
evaluated;
of the program

(e)

in
An internal evaluator has a personal interest
program.
the success of the

evaluators are reflected in the
The disadvantages of both types of

advantages of each other.

might
For example, an external evaluator

preconceptions to an evaluation at the
bring objectivity and lack of
subtle organizational or historical
cost of understanding some of the
operations of the program under evaluafactors which might affect the
tion.

(Fink and Kosecoff,

1978)

.
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D.

Basic Concepts of Educational Evaluation

In considering both the general and more specific concepts of

evaluation in education a number of issues surface.

It is the purpose

of this section to discuss each before proceeding with a discussion of

evaluation theory and models.

]_.

Formative and summative evaluation

evaluation.

.

There are two basic types of

program
One type is primarily designed to help improve a

the effectiveness of a
and the other is primarily designed to determine

program.

distinguished
Improvement and effectiveness evaluations are

rather than by the kinds of
from one another by how information is used
it is collected.
information collected or by the stage at which

(Fink

and Kosecoff, 1978)
evaluation, is used to deterimprovement evaluation, or formative

and/or refined.
mine how a program can be upgraded

This type of evalua-

involved in a still developing program.
tion is typically used by those
or
to explain a programs' strengths
An improvement evaluation attempts
to
toward accomplishing goals, or
weaknesses, to show its progress
Because of this, comparia program.
describe what is going on within
information about
are not deemed as useful as
sons with other programs
(Scriven, 1972, PP
has been implemented
how well the program itself

.

123-216)

summative_evaluation
Effectiveness evaluation, or

,

is used to de-

the consistency with
impact and to determine
overall
program's
a
termine

outcomes.
which it produces certain

Effectiveness evaluatio

describe the
goals have been met, to
program's
a
well
determine how
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impact of a program for special groups or the comparative value of a
program, and to examine its side effects and costs.

(Fink and Kosecoff,

1978)

Describing and judging

2.

to have two obligations:

gram.

.

The educational evaluator can be expected

to describe the program and to judge the pro-

Describing and judging are the two most fundamental activities

that comprise an educational evaluation.

(Stake, 1969)

Of the two activities, judgments of a program are more often

avoided.

Many evaluators view themselves as measurement specialists

and not as experts in the content area of the program.

This tends to

eliminate such issues as importance or worth of the program.
tors feel more able to describe than to appraise.

Evalua-

At the same time,

evaluation activity.
the client usually is apprehensive about the

3

.

External validity

.

External validity is the criterion for deciding

true for other people in
whether the evaluation findings will hold

other places.
a.

b.

„

following:
Threats to external validity include the

threats that are^
Reac tive effects of testing which are
participants to a program;
due to a pretest sensitizing
occurs when a
tra ctive effects of selection bias
one setting and
program is found to be effective
kind of participant in
not effective for a different
another setting;
Tn-t-

m

the particieffects of innovation result from
ecause they are exerted
pants performing better just b
innovative program - This phenabout taking part in an
Hawthorne effect,
omenon is also known as the
'
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d.

Multiple program interference occurs when the same
students are participating in two programs and it is
possible that any observed changes in behavior are
(Fink
the result of the two programs in combination.
and Kosecoff, 1978)

External validity is important whenever the findings are going to
be applied to other people or settings, or when findings from the pro-

gram evaluation are used to make decisions affecting future participants.
Comparative and noncomparative evaluation

4.

.

A critical step in the

which to judge
design of evaluations is to decide on the criteria by
the program.

compare a proA fundamental issue is deciding whether to

programs or with the same
gram's performance with that of competing
or to judg e the proprogram in other settings (comparative evaluation)

the present environment (nongram solely in terms of performance in

comparative evaluation)

.

(Weiss,

1972)

absolute standards.
The choice is between relative or

When rela-

with:
of equivalences must be dealt
tive standards are used the issue

When an absolute standard is

apples cannot be compared to oranges.

performance must be established and
pursued, the level of acceptable
importance.
program must be prioritized for
the various aspects of the

5.

Pnrn^d and unfocused evaluation

of two basic categories:

.

Evaluation design falls into one

evaluation.
focused evaluation or unfocused

determine how well
certain hypotheses or to
Evaluations designed to test
can be classified as
against preselected standards
a program achieves
the sense that
evaluations are focused in
focused evaluations. Such
questions to
identified and/or evaluation
been
have
outcomes
desired
Evaluations designed to
been developed.
have
outcomes
those
measure

:

;
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maximize identification of unanticipated outcomes can be classified as

unfocused evaluations.

Such evaluations prespecify few if any outcomes

as significant and have considerable freedom to develop information

along any lines suggested by the observations.

(Stuf flebeam,

1971)

Selected Types of Education and Evaluation Models

E.

In the area of special education, Proger (1971, p. 8) cited the

"lack of systematic evaluation implementation in any area of exceptionHe urged a shift toward "gaining data on individual pupils"

ality."

and comparative program assessment of the differing instructional

strategies used to obtain similar goals.
efficacy of
Evaluation provides information about the quality and

programs.

of a
Sanders and Nafziger identified the possible benefits

proper evaluation as
a first

(1)

Identification of strengths and weaknesses
step toward improvement;

(2)

becomes diffiDetection of problems before correction
cult or impossible;

(3)

that can
Identification of human and other resources
be used effectively in education;

(4)

addressed
Identification of needs that should be
through educational action;

(5)

education;
Documentation of desired outcomes of

(6)

planning and
Information useful in educational
de c i s ion-maki ng

(7)

Cost effectiveness.

(Sanders and Nafziger, 1975)
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In a critique of research on the utility of evaluation models,

Smith and Murray (1975, p. 14) recognized the varying and often "com-

peting conceptualizations of appropriate evaluation procedures" based

upon differing "assumptions and values concerning the evaluation process itself."

Indicating lack of research support for the utility and

validity of existing evaluation models and procedures, Smith and Murray
suggested careful attention to the purpose of these models in selecting
among them.

Basic to the choice of an evaluation model is a consideration of

the purpose of the evaluation.

Such purposes might fall on a continuum

somewhere between a rigorous measurement of performance against preobservationselected standards (focused evaluation) and a free-form,
evaluation)
deduction kind of information development (unfocused

.

De-

choice would be made
pending upon the kind of information required, a

evaluation models.
between focused evaluation models and unfocused
examine various evaluation
The following section of the study will

basic evaluation categories.
models which fit into one of these two

1.

Focused evaluation

.

hypotheses or
An evaluation designed to test

predetermined standards can be
measure levels of performance against
are focused in that selected
classified as focused. Such evaluations
have
and/or special evaluation questions
outcomes have been identified
been developed.

(Weiss, 1972)

degree
evaluation, requiring a high
The experimental approach to
the evaluator is
is a viable option when
validity,
and
precision
of
approach
cause-effect re lat ion ship. This
a
stablish
e
to
attempting
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examines the cause-effect relationship by either

determining the

(1)

most likely explanation for an observed effect from among several

possibilities, or

predicted effect.

(2)

determining if a particular treatment had the

By systematically manipulating possible causes, the

evaluator can determine which of several possibilities is associated

with the effect and/or how various degrees or levels of a cause relate
to the effect.

A drawback to this approach is the fact that the rigid require-

ments for a true experimental model can rarely be satisfied in a public
school setting.

An alternative to the rigorous scientific method is to

approach the evaluation process utilizing quasi-experimental procedures.
adSuch procedures would attempt to answer the same type of questions

deviate
dressed by a true experimental model, but would selectively

from the strict requirements of scientific experimentation.
evaluation is deFinally, for those situations where a focused
is precluded, the evaluasired, but even a quasi-experimental approach

approach.
tor may choose the discrepancy evaluation

In this approach,

the distances between dethe evaluator is concerned with identifying

objectives.
sired and obtained program goals or

(Weiss,

1972)

Such an

flexibility and wider applicaapproach offers the evaluator increased
focused evaluation is desired, yet
bility in those situations where

experimental control is limited.
focused evaluation describe
approaches, and

(b)

(a)

The following sections concerning

experimental and quasi-experimental

discrepancy evaluation approaches.

approach.
models are described for each

A number of

45

a.

Experimental and quasi-experimental approaches

The basic

.

requirement for a true experimental design is the random assignment of
subjects to experimental and control groups.

The experimental group

is subjected to the new program and the control group continues to use

the old program or engages in a totally unrelated activity for the

duration of the experiment.

(Campbell and Stanley, 1976)

mance of the experimental group (s) and the control group

pared on the criterion variable

(s)

(s)

The perforare com-

to determine if statistically sig-

nificant differences exist that can be attributed to the experimental
treatment.
conThe internal validity of the experiment is the critical
cern.

any experiment is
It represents the basic minimum without which

uninterpretable.

(Campbell and Stanley, 1965)

Internal validity re-

the experimenter can conclude
fers to the degree of certainty with which

resulted from the treatment raththat the observed differences, if any,
er than from other forces.

identified three true exper i^
Campbell and Stanley (1965) have
below.
mental designs which are outlined

These designs, when properly

identified threats to both internal
employed, control for all of the
experimental designs
The three identified true
and external validity.
Design, (2) The
- Post-test Control Group
include (1) The Pre-test

Solomon Four-Group Design, and

(3)

Group
the Post-Test Only Control

Design.
(!)

Stanley,

Group Design (Campbell and
the Pre-Test /Poet— Test Control

1965)

groups
or more randomly selected
is used to compare two
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before and after a new program (treatment)

.

Post-tost treatment scores

are compared to determine if there is a significant difference between

the groups.

Pre-Test

Experimental Group
Control Group

Treatment

Post-Test

Post-Test

Pre-Test
|

Figure

2

The Pre-Test/Post-Test Control Group Design
(Campbell and Stanley, 1965)

(2)

and Stanley, 1965)
The Solomon Four-Group Design (Campbell

design elements with experiis an extension of the pre-test/post-test
pre-test, both the main effects
mental and control groups lacking the

testing and the treatment are deterof testing and the interaction of
strength of the interferences which
minable. This matrix increases the
can be drawn from the experiment..

Experimental Group

Pre-Test

Control Group

Pre-Test

Treatment

Post-Test

Treatment

Experimental Group

Post-Test

Post-Test.

Post-Test

Control Group

Figure

3

Design
The Solomon Four-Group
(Campbell and Stanley, 1965)

.
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(3)

The Post-Test Only Control Group Design (Campbell and
Stanley, 1965) is one which is contrary to the traditional thinking of

most researchers.
signs.

A pre-test is not essential to true evaluation de-

There are those, however, who find it difficult to assume that

the groups are equal in the absence of pre-test data.

Treatment

Experimental Group

Post-Test
Post-Test

Control Group

Figure

4

The Post-Test Only Control Group Design
(Campbell and Stanley, 1965)

(4)

designs, Campbell
Related to these three true experimental

several quasi-experimental designs
and Stanley (1965) also explored
Dedesigns include the Time-Series
which are outlined below. These
Design, the Non-Equivalent Control
sign, the Equivalent Time-Samples

Sample Pre-Test/Pcst-Test Design.
Group Design, and the Separate
Stanley, 1965) employs
mb. Time-series Design (Campbell and
an individual,
process applied to a group or
a periodic measurement

hn

and
into the series of measurements
experimental change is introduced
of the measurechange in the continuity
results are indicated by a

ments
(5)

_Design
Th. Equivalent Time-SamP les

(Campbell and Stanley,

a repeated introduc
time-series experiment with
the
of
form
a
is
1965)
is seen to be
This type of design
variable.
experimental
tion of an
or reversal nature.
is of a transient
treatment
the
where
most useful
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(6)

The Non-Equivalent Control Group Design (Campbell and

Stanley, 1965) is a design in which the control group and the experi-

mental group do not have a pre-experimental sampling equivalence.

The

groups are naturally assembled collectives, as similar as circumstances
permit, but not so similar that one could dispense with a pre-test.
(7)

The Separate Sample Pre-Test/Post-Test Design (Campbell

and Stanley, 1965) is most appropriately used with very large popula-

tions where the creation of randomly derived subgroups for the experi-

mental treatment cannot be accomplished.

One sample is measured before

the treatment, another, different sample is measured after the treatment.

This is not a very powerful design but may be useful if condi-

tions prevent the utilization of other designs.

Experimental Group #1

Pre-Test

Experimental Group #2

Figure

Treatment

Post-Test

Treatment

Post-Test

5

The Separate Sample Pre-Test/Post-Test Design
(Campbell and Stanley, 1965)

b.

Discrepancy evaluation approaches

.

The discrepancy evaluation

Tyler (1950)
approaches resulted from the early work of Ralph

.

He

the degree to which
described evaluation as the process of determining

educational objectives have been reached.

The evaluator is concerned

desired and obtained program
with identifying the distances between
goals and objectives.

.
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Figure 6 depicts the various stages involved in conducting a

discrepancy evaluation.

When the roles of the evaluation (decision-

making needs) and proper outcomes have been identified, an evaluation
plan is developed, refined, and implemented.

The data are then ana-

lyzed, permitting the necessary comparisons and decisions to be made.

Clarify role

(s)

of evaluation

Identify program outcomes

Determine criteria and standards
to be used for judgment
'l'

Devise strategies for assessments
i

Examine the feasibility of procedures/
make adjustments
Collect and analyze data

Compare actual performance with
expected performance
I

Make decision

Figure 6
Steps in Discrepancy Evaluation
(Tyler,

1961)

flexible than experimental or
Discrepancy evaluation is more

quasi-experimental evaluation procedures.

New aspects may be consid-

be adjusted.
and evaluation goals may
ered as the evaluation proceeds
are
answers to specific questions
where
desirable
most
is
This approach
than the
somewhat more equivocal
Although the results may be
sought
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results of an experimental design, a more comprehensive array of outcomes can be examined.

(Provus, 1971)

Several discrepancy evaluation

models are described in this section including the Program Audit Model,
the Countenance Model, and the Context-Input-Process-Product Evaluation
Model.
(1)

The Program Audit Model provides a procedure for assessing

the process of a program.

Program audits are assessments of the intent

to operationalize components of a program.

This model is currently

used by the Division of Special Education of the Massachusetts Department of Education to review the implementation of special education
programs in school districts.
agencies to review programs.

effective a program is.

Audits are also used by accreditation
The audit procedures do not determine how

They determine whether or not specified pro-

cesses have or are taking place.
(2)

spectrum of data
The Countenance Model includes a broader

as well as outcomes.
resources including antecedents and transactions

(Stake, 1967)

individuals
Antecedents are conditions that exist for

is started.
and organizations before a new program

Understanding of

proper planning as well as to the
antecedent conditions is important to
design of an evaluation plan.

Transactions are the numerous events

that take place during a program.
and/or interpersonal encounters
prohelpful in the development of
Knowledge of these transactions is

gram changes.
The following figure

for
(Figure 7) shows a framework

transrelating to antecedents,
recording and processing information
and records descriptions
The evaluator obtains
actions, and outcomes.
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of what was actually observed.

The process of establishing "congruence"

between intents and observations is essentially the same as that found
in the program audit model described previously.

estimating discrepancies between the two.

The process entails

The differences between the

program audit model and the countenance model lies in the range of
consequences examined.

Figure

7

Processing Descriptive Data
(Stake, 1967)

program improvement, estabFor decisions associated with
lishing

among antecedents,
"contingencies" or causal relationships

important.
transactions, and outcomes is very

Logic is used to demon-

while empirical information
strate contingencies among intents,
among observations.
to demonstrate contingencies
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(3)

The Context-Input-Process-Product (CIPP) Evaluation Model

of Stuff lebeam (1971) is, to some extent, a synthesis of the preceding

models.

It is a continuing process that includes three steps:

delineating information,

(1)

ing information.

obtaining information, and

(2)

(3)

provid-

The information obtained should meet criteria of

utility and should guide decision-making.
The CIPP evaluation model divides decisions into four

classes:

(1)

planning decisions,

menting decisions, and

(4)

(2)

structuring decisions,

recycling decisions.

(3)

imple-

Planning decisions

Structuring decisions are made when

address choices of objectives.

designing projects to achieve given objectives.

Implementing dec isions

are made to operationalize and execute a project design.

Recycling

decisions result in judgments of and reaction to results.
Because there are four types of decisions, the model includes four kinds of evaluations:

(1)

context evaluation addresses

unused opportunities, and
planning decisions by identifying unmet needs,

underlying problems;

(2)

deinput evaluation focuses upon structuring

procedural designs;
cisions by projecting and analyzing alternative
(

3

)

decisions by monitor
process evaluation focuses upon implementing

ing project operations; and

(4)

product evaluation focuses upon recy-

assessing project results.
cling decisions by identifying and
The following figure
ing CIPP evaluation studies.

design
(Figure 8) is a framework for

of the t^pes
It includes the dimensions

evaluation, and the steps_
of evaluation, the uses of
process.

m

the

conducted must first be
The type of evaluation to be

.

.
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determined and then a determination is made concerning whether decisionmaking and/or accountability are to be served.

Following this, the

delineating, obtaining, and providing steps should be defined for each
of the chosen columns in the matrix.

This should provide a set of eval-

uation designs to be implemented, including the questions to be addressed, how needed information will be obtained, and how the informa-

tion will be reported.

TYPE OF EVALUATION

EVALUATION
STEPS

PRODUCT
ROLE

PROCESS
ROLE

INPUT
ROLE

CONTEXT
ROLE

Dec. AcntMkg. blty

Dec. Acnt- Dec AcntMkg. blty Mkg. blty

Dec AcntMkg. blty

Delineating

(What qelestio ns wil 1 be address ed?)

Obtaining

btained ?)
(How wi] .1 the neede d inf ormatio n be o

Providing

(How wi. LI the obtai.ned

II

1

1

1

Figure

II

II

i nformat ion

1

11

1

1

be report ed?)

J

1

J

8

Studies
A Framework for CIPP Evaluation
(Stuff lebeam, 1971)

2.

unfocused Evaluation .

evaluation is one
The context for unfocused

being significant.
outcomes are prespecified as
in which few. if any,
purpose of
contradiction because the usual
This would appear to be a

information for the decision-making.
evaluation is to provide useful
information
when it is considered that
disappears
contradiction
This
than the data
is often more critical
outcomes
unanticipated
concerning

obtained from focused evaluations.

,
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This section will review three unfocused evaluation strategies:
(1)

goal-free evaluation which was developed in an effort to deal with

the problem of unanticipated program outcomes,

(2)

responsive evalua-

tion, which is primarily concerned with communicating information ad-

dressing the needs, values, and interests of the people involved in a

particular program, and

(3)

adversary evaluation

,

which is also used

when personnel information needs are a high priority.
a.

Goal-free evaluation approaches

.

Goal-free evaluation ap-

proaches were devised because of the difficulty involved in separating
intended program effects from those which were unanticipated.
1972)

(Scriven,

The value of obtaining data on unanticipated outcomes is ack-

nowledged by nearly all evaluation theorists.

Scriven reasons that it

than to learn about
is far more useful to learn about actual effects

failures or successes associated with planned outcomes.

Specifically

deal in specific areas
knowledge that a program accomplished a great

that it failed to achieve
can be far more informative than knowledge

prespecified and perhaps unrealistic goals.
a goal-free evaluation,
Scriven suggests that, when performing

and must avoid being indoctrinthe evaluator must retain objectivity

ated by program staff.

(Scriven, 1972)

The goal-free evaluation pro-

implementation phase of the program.
cess should begin early in the
of the
with a very brief description
The evaluator should be provided
materials with goal statements
program and a sample of any program
information that the evaluation
It is from this limited
extracted.

plan is developed.

.
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Evaluation data are usually obtained, when appropriate,

(1)

through descriptions by observers,

(2)

through interviews,

analysis of program materials, and

(4)

through analysis of test results.

(3)

through

If evaluation data is obtained through testing, those tests should

assess a much wider range of outcomes than those which might be used in
a focused evaluation because they would provide indications of a poten-

tially broader range of changes in the client population.

Such tests

should be selected for unfocused evaluations.
Scriven further argues that goal-free evaluation is useful in

both summative and formative contexts.

It should be noted, however,

other
that goal-free evaluation is not advocated as a replacement for

approaches.

(Scriven,

Instead, it is seen as a strategy which

1972)

approaches.
could provide additional benefits when used with other
b.

Responsive evaluation approaches

.

Responsive evaluation ap-

unfocused approach to be
proaches have been developed as an alternative
is required.
utilized when a more complete program description

The

of a complete analysis
emphasis is upon the "process" at the expense
of the "product".

(Stake,

1975)

According to Stake, a sharp focus on

as an evaluation of the program.
only a few goals can not be classified

evaluation

responsive
An educational evaluation is
program activities
to
directly
if it orients more
to audience reresponds
than to program intents;
the differen
if
and
quirements for information;
to
referred
are
value-perspectives present
program.
the
of
failure
reporting the success or

m

(Stake,

1975, p.

14)

The results
is very situation-specific,
An evaluation of this nature
individuals
generalized to other programs or
be
to
intended
not
are
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The primary activity of a responsive evaluation is observation.

This activity requires a great deal of time.

Observers collect data

such as program descriptions, product displays, case studies, scrapbooks, films, video tape, and other program manifestations.

After becoming familiar with the program, the evaluator compiles a list of issue questions to provide a framework for data collection activities.

The "issues" focus replaces that of the "objectives"

focus of other evaluations.

A responsive evaluation provides information that the decision
maker can use to formulate judgments concerning the program.

It at-

entirety— a quite
tempts to provide a reflection of the program in its
examining selected
different reflection from that of an evaluation

components of a program.

However, this very attribute may mitigate

when precise measurement
against using a responsive evaluation approach
or definitive answers are required.
c

.

Adversary evaluation approaches

.

Adversary evaluation ap

of law and resemble court proproaches are borrowed from the field
does not include a complete
rn adversary evaluation approach
cedures.

data collection are not dictated.
evaluation model since methods for
followed, any combination of data
When the adversary procedure is

collection procedures may be used.
provides
the adversary approach
Owens (1973) suggests that
strengt
analyzing and judging the
reasonably flexible forum for

weaknesses of a program.

serve as judge, jury,
The decision-maker may

the defense.
both the prosecution and
or as representative for
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Depending upon the circumstances, each of the roles may be assumed by
different parties.

Owens offers several attributes of this process:

(1)

The rules for conducting the proceedings
provide a good deal of latitude;

(2)

Evidence may be evaluated freely, provided
that it is considered to be relevant to the
hearing officer;

(3)

A request can be made of both the prosecution
and the defense to make available the relevant
facts, means of proof, and names of witnesses
prior to the trial;

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

The defendent may elect to acknowledge or
challenge the various charges before the
proceedings begin;

Witnesses may testify before or during the
trial and be cross-examined without excessive
restraint;
The search for relevant facts is facilitated
by a pre-trial meeting between the hearing
officer, defense, and prosecution; and

Other interested parties may also participate
in the proceedings.
(Owens,

1973, pp. 296-304)

applicable to disThe adversary approach is particularly

cussions regarding new programs.

Values, procedures, and probable

the system may be debated
effects as they relate to individuals and to

variety of interpretations of
The process provides a means by which a
information collected may be obtained.
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F.

Chapter Summary

This chapter began with a review of the history of federal legis-

lation leading to the passage of P.L. 94-142.

Included were sections

on the various laws that have been passed by the Congress and the

evaluation requirements of selected federal legislation, including a

review of the requirements for the evaluation of special education
programs.
The role of the evaluator was discussed.

cational evaluation were examined and defined.

Basic concepts of eduFinally, selected

types of evaluation and evaluation models were presented in terms of
of an evaluathe general issues that must be considered in the design

tion plan.

A variety of selected evaluation theories and procedures

to a wide range of
were detailed which could be used to elicit answers

evaluation.
questions that are of concern to those who use

that the Congress has created
It was demonstrated in this chapter

between and among the
varying expectations for program evaluations

various federally supported programs.

These divergent expectations

products produced by the evaluators
could lead to a range of evaluation
of special education programs.
the methods used to apply this
The following chapter will describe
education legislation and its evaluahistorical perspective of special

components of
used to select and apply
tion expectations and the methods
"assessment inthe development of an
evaluation theory and models in
special
practices in the evaluation of
dex " used to describe current
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education programs in Massachusetts.

The information derived will be

used to construct an evaluation model for special education programs.

CHAPTER III
CURRENT PRACTICES

Evaluation reports are required of special education programs utilizing P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313 funds.

Chapter III of this study

describes current evaluation practices in Massachusetts through an
analysis of 26 program evaluation reports submitted to the Region

I

1977-1978
office of the Massachusetts Department of Education for the

school year.
an assessment index
In order to describe these evaluation reports,

requirements and applicable
was developed on the basis of legislative

evaluation theory.
that index.

against
Program evaluation reports were then rated

methods, procedThis chapter of the study describes the

of the assessment index and
ures, and rationale used in the development

utilized.
also describes how that index was

reports were assessed
Twenty-six individual program evaluation

against the index.

report data
A comparative analysis of evaluation

strengths and weaknesses in current
was conducted which identified
results
descriptive statistics. These
evaluation practices utilizing
results
The application of those
chapter.
are also presented in this
in
evaluation model will be described
toward the development of an
P.L. 89-313
Evaluation of P.L. 94-142 and
Chapter IV: A Model for the

Funded Programs.
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A.

The Development of the Assessment Index

Based upon the evaluation theory described in Chapter II of this
P.L. 94-142 and
study and upon the evaluation requirements mandated by

of areas in order to
P.L. 89-313, questions were developed in a variety

evaluation reports
identify paticular strengths or weaknesses in the
ideal evaluation in
examined and to isolate various components of an
reports.
the context of actual, submitted evaluation

94-142 and
for 21 projects funded under P.L.

5

Evaluation reports

projects funded under

questions were formulated in
P.L. 89-313 were examined and tentative
the following areas:
(1)

Evaluation Requirements;

(2)

Evaluation Descriptions;

(3)

Evaluation Plans and Procedures,

(4)

Evaluation Parameters; and

(5)

Evaluation Outcomes.

report
"Evaluation Requirements" addressed
Questions in the area of
with the law
evaluated programs' compliance
statements concerning the
Questions in
which the program was funded.
under
regulations
the
and
statements conDescriptions" addressed report
"Evaluation
of
the area
background. Queslocation, sire, staff, and
purposes,
program
oerning
addressed report
Plans and Procedures"
"Evaluation
of
area
tions in the
evaluation of the
to accomplish the
utilised
procedures
descriptions of
Parameters" addressed
of "Evaluation
area
the
in
Questions
program.
wrth
and samples associated
instrumentation,
issues of documentation,

program.
the evaluation of the

of "valuation
Questions in the area

;

.
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Outcomes" addressed report issues of assessment, information, circumstances, and results associated with the evaluation of the program.

1.

Evaluation requirements

.

All projects funded under P.L. 94-142 or

P.L. 89-313 must, as a condition of their funding*, meet certain re-

quirements.
a)

b)

These requirements include the following:

Projects must provide direct instructional services
to eligible handicapped children either within the
project itself or within the program which is
supplemented by the project;

Projects must state major objectives in terms of
changes to be expected in the achievement and performance of a specified group of handicapped children;

c)

d)

e)

f)

Projects must specify both the extent and the nature
of the project coordination with local, state and
other federal programs;
which
Projects must describe the manner and extent to
others
to
disseminated
be
will
project information
at the
and must make such reports as are required
(95);
(a)
241c
USE
(20
state educational agency
(20 USC 1413)
and quality
Projects must have sufficient size, scope
identi
meeting
toward
progress
to assure substantial
and
children;
participating
fied major needs of

evaluation in
Projects must contain provisions for
educational
the
on
terms of the impact of services
served
directly
are
achievement of the children who
instructional
the
on
or on the impact of the project
by the project.
services of programs supplemented

from
Requirements, Chapters IV and V
'pvniert Development and Prelect

M^
asassapj

^
nt

-

of Hellth!

afe^lglH^Toffice

of

Matron.

,
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Therefore, under the heading "Evaluation Requirements" a series
of questions was devised to simply determine whether or not the evalu-

ation reports presented the mandated information.

Those questions

included the following:
(1)

Does the evaluation report specify if the project
states major objectives in terms of expected changes
in the achievement and performance of a specified
group of handicapped children?

Does the evaluation report specify if direct instructional services are provided by the project evaluated
to eligible handicapped children, or within the educational program supplemented by the project?

(2)

(4)

Does the evaluation report specify if the project
demonstrates sufficient size, scope and quality to
assure substantial progress toward meeting the identified major needs of participating children?

(3)

(5)

a.

Does the evaluation report describe, for projects
with direct instructional services, the impact of
those services on the educational achievement oi
the children served?

projects
(4)b. Does the evaluation report describe, for

which do not provide direct instructional services
serthe impact of this project on the instructional
project?
the
by
vices of the program supplemented
specific
Does the evaluation report describe the
with
coordination
nature and the extent of program
terms
in
local, state, and other federal efforts
of the project proposal?
(6) a.

(6) b.

the manner and
Does the evaluation report describe
project is
extent to which information about the
communicated to others?

the submission
Does the evaluation report describe
by the state educa
of such reports as are required
tional agency?
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Evaluation descriptions

2.

.

Under the heading "Evaluation Descrip-

tions" a series of questions was devised to determine the extent to

which background and program descriptive information was provided in
the submitted evaluation reports.

The purpose of the questions in this

area was to determine the extent to which the subjects and context of
the projects evaluated were described in the reports.

Those questions

included the following:
(1)

Is the purpose of the evaluation described?

(2)

Is the intended audience specified?

(3)

Are the evaluation instruments described?

(4)

and
Are data provided on school district location
characteristics?
community
size and on school and/or

(5)

Is the following information provided?

How many children are served by the project?
the project?
b. How much staff is required by
the project?
for
c. How much funding is budgeted
a.

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

3.

Is the project location described?

planners provided
Are names and addresses of program
for additional inquiries?
on the length of time
Is there information provided

was operational
that the educational model employed
in the schools evaluated?

define formative and/or
Does the evaluation clearly
summative information?

Evaluation plans and procedures

.

Under the heading "Evaluation

to determine
of questions was devised
Plans and Procedures" a series
of data gathering
were conducted in terms
how the project evaluations
designed to determine
These questions were
procedures.
statistical
and
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whether appropriate and effective procedures had been built into the
evaluation designs of the reports examined.

Questions included the

following:
(1)

Are evaluation procedures clearly reported?

(2)

Are statistical procedures appropriate?

(3)

Is there sufficient information provided to

replicate the evaluation?
(4)

Are the evaluation procedures practical?

(5)

Is there a description of models employed with
sufficient data to permit an understanding of

the educational procedures followed?

4.

Evaluation parameters.

Under the heading "Evaluation Parameters

parameters of the
a series of questions was devised to determine the
sampling
evaluation in terms of documentation, instrumentation, and

techniques.

to
These questions were designed to indicate the extent

documentation had been
which appropriate samples, instrumentation and

included in the overall evaluation design.

Questions included the

following:
(1)

selected
Are the means by which students are
for the program described?

(2)

Are sample sizes adequate?

(3)

during
Was there reasonable sample stability
the evaluation period?

(4)

valid and
Are the instruments satisfactorily
viable for the population evaluated?

(5)

Was program documentation adequate?
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5.

Evaluation outcomes

.

Under the heading "Evaluation Outcomes"

a

series of questions was devised to determine the quality and kinds of

information derived from the submitted evaluation reports.

The object

of these questions was to indicate the degree to which the reports

provided performance related information in a variety of programmatic
Questions included the following:

areas.
(1)

Is there assessment of instructional quality?

(2)

Is information provided on student achievement?

(3)

Is attitudinal information provided?

(4)

Is cost effectiveness data provided?

(5)

Are circumstantial realities described and
accounted for?

(6)

Does the data justify the conclusions of the
evaluation?

(7)

Are evaluation results clearly reported?

associated with them,
These five basic topics and the questions
of evaluation reports
provided the framework for a thorough examination

projects conducted across an
from a broad range of special education

entire educational region of Massachusetts.

By means of measuring all

against the assessment index, a
the individual evaluation reports

practice and products was developed
description of current evaluation
current evaluation theory
This description, along with
and utilized.
of
were basic to the formulation
and mandated evaluation requirements,
The methods
study.
in Chapter IV of this
the evaluation model presented
this informa
gather, develop, and integrate
and procedures utilized to
chapter.
following section of this
tion are presented in the
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B.

Methods and Procedures

An index form was devised which incorporated all of the above

questions (Appendix

A)

and a total of 26 evaluation reports were

assessed against this index.

Twenty-one reports were evaluation re-

ports of projects funded under P.L. 94-142 and
tions of projects funded under P.L. 89-313.

5

reports were evalua-

Five of the projects eval-

uated did not provide direct instructional services, but provided
supplemental services.

Three of the projects evaluated provided both

direct and supplemental services.

The evaluation reports examined

described a variety of projects conducted at public and private educational institutions located throughout educational Region

I

of the

Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
were
The various submitted evaluation reports from these projects
basis.
rated against the assessment index on a question by question
If a specific question was informational,

and could be answered by a

and a zero was scored
simple yes or no, one point was awarded for a yes

for a no.

upon degree of
If the question was judgmental and depended

and zero to five points
response, a Likert-like scale was employed

were awarded.

and their data
These individual results were tabulated

section of this study.
is presented in the following

C.

Results of Tabulation and Analyses

ranged from complete, professionThe evaluation reports examined
extensive testing, observation,
ally printed and bound reports with
consisting of a single
documentation and analysis, to reports
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typewritten page containing minimal information.
employed.

No single format was

Each report varied in terms of the kinds and the complete-

ness of the information included, the amount and the depth of analysis
performed, and the degree of responsiveness to the needs of the decision-

makers who must make judgments concerning the programs evaluated.
The reports submitted were tentatively rated against evaluation

criteria derived from mandates governing the evaluation of the programs
examined and from current evaluation theory.

The following primary

overall observations can be made:
(1)

(2)

There was an extremely wide range in the scores
assigned to the examined evaluation reports.
The maximum possible score for any individual
report was 120 points, but the actual scores
(See
ranged from 2 points to 84 points.
Figure 9)
In total, less than 30% of the possible score

points were achieved by the reports examined.
(See Table 1)
(3)

(4)

Only 4 of the 26 reports examined achieved more
(See
than 50% of the possible score points.
Table 1)
informaEven in the area of required evaluation
points
score
tion, only 54.1% of the possible
(See Figure 10)
were achieved.

of the tabulation
Following is a section by section description

reports as measured against the assessand analysis of the evaluation

ment index.
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ACHIEVED

SCORE

POINT

70

Report
#

Total
Require- Descrip- Plans
ParamOutPoints
ments
tions
eters
comes
Awarded
7=100%
27=100% 25=100% 25=100% 35=100% 119=100%
7

7

16
12

3

15
17

3

10
14
15

2

9

3

13

7

6

5

3

7

1

2

8
7

6

6
4

12
10

10
17

5

7

8

5

5

0

2

3

9

7

18

18

8

10

5

9

5

3

11

0

3

7

1

17
11
8

12

1

3

2

1

8

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

2

7

3

1

2

5

5

6

3

12

3

6

1

7

2

1

6
0

33
19
15
15
31
23

0

4

7

5

14

20

10

19

68

4

2

1

3

4

11

13

3

9

4

9

20

16

19

68

6

4

2

0

5

1

4

0

3

3

6

10

12

7

14

17
11
49

1

2

0

1

0

4

1*
7*

1

0

0

0

16

20

20

21

100

211

205

114

248

878

Total
Possible 185
Points

702

650

650

910

3097

30.1%

31.5%

17.5%

27.3%

1

4

2

4

3

4

8*

Total
Points
Awarded

of
Points
Awarded

43
54
41
37
20
43
53
16

10
16

6

%

*

**

(

54.1%

68

14
44 **

2**
84**

# of
Points
Awarded

36.1%
45.4%
34.5%
31.1%
16.8%
36.1%
44.5%
12.6%
57.1%
27.7%
16.0%
12.6%
12.6%
26.1%
19.3%
5.9%
57.1%
11.8%
36.7%
57.1%
14.3%
9.2%
41.2%
3.4%
1.7%
70.0%

28.0%

28.0%
1

8 = 100 %)

fact that repor s
(120=100%) These variations are due to the
and indirect instructiona
#25, and #26 provided both direct
services within their programs.

Table

1

Total Report Scores: Evaluation Areas

71

Areas

of

Percent

<D

3

by

O'

H

Cm
Scores

of
+>

C
a)
u
u
<u
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1.

Evaluation requirements

.

The significance of data from questions

in this section lies in the fact the information tested for in this

section is mandated and must be addressed in any evaluation of projects funded under P.L. 94-142 or P.L. 89-313.

Any evaluation which

does not provide the information sought in this section of the assess-

ment index is not in compliance with the evaluation requirements of
the law.

Only one evaluation examined addressed all the required information questions.

Overall, 54% of the 185 possible points were awarded

Individual report scores

for responses to questions in this section.

ranged from

0 to 7

score of 3.8 - 2.0.

points out of a possible

7

points with an average

(See Table 2)

Concerning question number

1,

objective statements, not only were

in 16 of
major project objectives not stated as performance objectives

objectives were not
26 reports, but, in most cases, the major project
even stated.

every
This major lack of specificity has ramifications in

area of the evaluation process.

measured.

What has not been defined cannot be

(See Table 3)

Concerning question number

2,

the provision of direct instructional

instructional services were most
services, statements describing direct
by extensive comment.
often made by implication rather than

If the

stated it is difficult to make
mission of the project is not clearly

mission has been accomplished.
determinations as to whether or not the

0
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Table

Report Scores:

Report

Points Awarded

2

Evaluation Requirements

% of
Possible
Points

Report

Points Awarded

(7=100%)

(7=100%)
1

4

57.1%

14

5

71.4%

2

4

57.1%

15

3

42.9%

3

3

42.9%

16

2

28.6%

4

3

42.9%

17

5

71.4%

5

3

42.9%

18

4

57.1%

6

6

85.7%

19

8

100.0%

7

4

57.1%

20

4

57.1%

8

5

71.4%

21

6

85.7%

7

100.0%

22

1

14.3%

9

5

71.4%

23

6

85.7%

10

0

0.0%

24

1

14.3%

11

14.3%

25

12.5%*

1

1

12

28.6%

26

87.5%*

2

7

13

1

*

«

% of
Possible
Points

(

T otal Points Awarded

100

Total Possible Points

185

± Points Awarded (N=26)**

3

.

54.1%

8 t 2

.

8 = 100 %)

possible,
a total of 8 points were
in the three cases where
points.

to
those values were normalized

7

-
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Table

Tabulations

:

3

Evaluation Requirements

Question

1.

Evaluation Requirements:

1.

Does the evaluation report specify if
the project states major objectives in
terms of expected changes in the
achievement and performance of a specified group of handicapped children?

% of
Points P ossible
Awarded Points

#

|

2.
|

j

j

i

3.

i

I

Does the evaluation report specify if
direct instructional services are pro
vided by the project evaluated to
eligible handicapped children or within
the educational program supplemented
by the project?

1

|

38.5%

26*

96.1%

26

20

76.9%

26

13

61.9%

5

62.5%

9

34.6%

10

;

I

’ossible

1

1

i

Total
Points

j

25

j

j

j

|

Does the evaluation report specify if
the project demonstrates sufficient
size, scope, and quality to assure
substantial progress toward meeting
the identified major needs of participating children?

|

4a. Does the evaluation report describe for

projects which provide direct instructional services, the impact of those
services on the educational achievement of the children served?

21**

for
4b. Does the evaluation report describe

projects which do not provide direct instructional services, the impact of this
project on the instructional services of
project?
the program supplemented by the
5.

the
Does the evaluation report describe
proof
extent
specific nature and the
and
gram coordination with local, state,
the
of
other federal efforts in terms
project proposal?

8**
j

S

26
|

j
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Table

Evaluation Requirements:

1.

3

(Continued)

Question

#

Total
% of
Points Possible Points
Awarded Points Possible

6a. Does the evaluation report describe the

manner and extent to which information
about the project was communicated to
others?

12

46.2%

26

6

23.1%

26

100

54.1%

185

6b. Does the evaluation report describe the

submission of such reports as are required by the state educational agency?
TOTALS

*

**

***

A "yes" response earned 1 point
26 reports were examined.
while a "no" response earned 0 points.
provide direct instrucof the 26 reports examined did not
only 21 possible points.
tional services, therefore there were
5

provided both direct and
of the 26 projects evaluated
of 8 projects
supplemental services. Therefore, a total
total of 8 point
provided supplemental services and a

2

was possible.

.
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Concerning question number

3,

sufficient program size, scope, and

quality, although there were 20 positive responses, it should be em-

phasized that those responses were most often simple opinion offered

without supporting data or observation to justify the conclusions made.
Concerning question number 4, impact of services on educational

achievement of the children served, because measureable objectives were
so seldom stated,

it was difficult for the evaluators to meaningfully

programs
assess project impact on direct instructional services or on

supplemented by the projects.

Again, most of the indicated positive

responses reflected unsubstantiated opinion.

Concerning question number

5,

coordination with local, state, and

presented addressed
other federal efforts, most of the information
contexts.
coordination efforts only in passing or in other

Only in a

efforts described in any defew instances were specific coordination
issue.
tail or treated as a separate information

sharing, those observaConcerning question number 6, information

tions which apply to question number

5

also apply.

Seldom was direct

extent of either information
information provided concerning the

sharing or reporting procedures.
are informational rather than
The questions in this section
questions
to the various individual
judgmental and the lack of response
the
programs often did not understand
indicates that the evaluators of
reflects
This missing information
program requirements for evaluation.
and requireconcerning program objectives
purpose
of
clarity
of
lack
a

throughout the other, following
ments and this lack is reflected
sections
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2.

Evaluation descriptions

.

The significance of the data from

questions in this section lies in the fact that positive or favorable
responses to these questions indicates the extent to which the subjects
and the context of the projects evaluated are described in the reports.
It becomes difficult or impossible to place value on the elements of a

program unless that program is placed in some kind of context and unless
the elements of that program are defined.

Only

1 of

the 26 reports reviewed received points on all questions

in this section,

all,

Over-

although all the reports received some points.

responses to
30.1% of the 702 possible points were awarded for

questions in this section.

Individual report scores ranged from

to

1

points, with an average score of
18 points out of a possible 27
8.1 ± 5.0.

(See Table 4)

Concerning question number

1,

description of the purpose of the

score was achieved.
evaluation, only 22.3% of the potential

Fifteen

respond at all to this topic and
of the 26 reports examined did not

received no points.

reflected

(1)

purpose was
This failure to define the evaluation

found in the reports;
by a general lack of focus

information in the reports; and/or
the omission of important

information in the reports.
the inclusion of gratuitous

(b)

(3)

by

by

(See Table 5)
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Table

Report Scores:

4

Evaluation Descriptions
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Table

5

Evaluation Descriptions

Tabulations:

Total
% of
Possible Points
Awarded! Points Possible!

Points

Evaluation Descriptions:

2.

Question

#

Is the purpose of the evaluation des-

1.

I

29

22.3%

130*

cribed?
2.

Is the intended audience specified?

31

23.8%

130

Are evaluation instruments described?

45

34.6%

130

3.

4.

Are data provided on school district location and size and on school and/or

11

8.5%

130

22

84.6%

26**

12

46.2%

26

7

26.9%

26

10

38.5%

26

14

53.8%

26

20

76.9%

26

10

38.5%

26

211

30.1%

702

community characteristics?
5.

Is the following information provided:

How many children are served by the
project?
by the
b) How much staff is required
project?
budgeted for the
c) How much funding is
project?

a)

6.

Is the project location described?

program planAre names and addresses of
inquiries?
ners provided for additional
provided on the
8. Is there information
length of time that the eduational
model employed has been operational
the schools evaluated?
clearly define for9. Does the evaluation
information?
mative and/or summative

7.

m

TOTALS

26 reports were examined.

finding

to the question.
degree of responsiveness
ea
response earned
"ves”
A "ves"
y
26 reports were examined.
0 points.
a "no" response earned

^

^on
upon

•

**

The number of

1

^^

point while

.
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Concerning question number

2,

specification of intended audience,

again a total of 15 of the 26 reports examined did not address this
topic.

Only 23.3% of the possible points were awarded for this question.

This failure to specify the intended audience for the reports often man-

ifested itself in both the content of the reports (reports often assumed
the reader possessed certain background information) and the style of
the reports (some reports were highly informal or were structured more
as letters of recommendation than as evaluations; some reports were in

memo form or were brief letters)
Concerning question number 3, descriptions of evaluation instruments, 34.6% of the potential score was achieved and

received no points.

9

of the 26 reports

The failure to describe evaluation instruments is

designs
a direct function of the fact that many of the evaluation

not include testing; and/or

(.2)

(1)

did

did not specify performance objectives

which should be measured by testing; and/or

(3)

did not specify testing

objectives stated or
which was appropriate to the performance or program
implied.

Concerning question number

4,

provision of background demographic

where the evaluation
information of the school district and community

points were awarded and 16
project operates, only 8.5% of the possible
on points.
of the 26 reports examined received

The reports examined

needs in this area.
were least responsive to information

Often, clues

weighted
of the programs can only be
to the relative value or success
the program.
in the larger context surrounding

.
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Concerning question number

5,

number of children served, number of

staff required, and level of funding required, almost 85% of the reports

described the number of children served, while less than half described
the staff required and only slightly more than a quarter of the reports

mentioned the amount of funding required by the program.

This may be

related to the observations concerning question number

that reports

2,

often assume that the reader possesses certain background information.
The important point is that unless there is information on how many

children were served, how much staff it took to serve them and what
those services cost, there is no means for placing a relative value on
those services.

While only

4

reports did not provide information on the

number of students served, 14 reports did not describe the staff utilized, and 19 reports did not describe the funding required.

Concerning question number 6, description of the project location,
38.5% of the possible points were awarded.

had no response and received no points.

Sixteen of the 26 reports

Again, it is difficult to make

undervalue judgments on the relative merit of a program without an
that program
standing of the physical or situational context in which

operates
information
Concerning question number 7, provision of contract

provided such information.
for program planners, 14 reports or 53,8%
Twelve reports, or 46.2% did

not..

Often, follow-up information or clar-

specific evaluation reports in
ification would be useful toward placing
and
access to the identity of planners
a broader context but direct

available.
implementers of specific programs was not

.
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Concerning question number

8,

the history of the program model

at the school, more than 75% of the reports examined included this in-

formation.

This information is particularly useful in terms of examin-

ing problems already overcome, such as start up problems, or problems
to be anticipated such as transfer of funding to the local school dis-

trict.

Also, issues such as program acceptance and continuity of rec-

ords available may affect the program design and therefore the evaluation

design
Concerning question number 9, definition of formative and/or summative information, approximately 30% of the reports examined differenti-

ated between formative and summative information.

Sixteen of the 26

reports examined did not make such distinctions and this related to lack
of specification of the audience (question number

2)

.

The already

stated problems of lack of focus, inappropriate or inconclusive information and the assumption of background knowledge or information are also

related to this question.
The questions in this section attempted to focus upon the quality
and appropriateness of the descriptive material contained in the indi-

vidual evaluation reports.

The lack of consistent and complete descrip-

possibilitions of the programs evaluated often seriously precluded the
concerning the operaty of drawing any but the most general conclusions

tions and activities associated with those programs.
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3

-

Evaluation plans and procedures

Significance of the data from

.

questions in this section lies in the fact that positive or favorable
response to these questions indicates the extent to which appropriate
and effective procedures have been built into the evaluation designs
of the reports examined.

The procedures for gathering and utilizing

the information contained in the reports must be understood in order to

place the information derived in a meaningful context.
a

Evaluation is

qualitative as well as quantitative process.
Only

7

out of the 26 reports examined scored points on all ques-

tions asked in this section, while

5

of the reports examined scored no

points on the questions asked in this section.

Overall, 31.5% of the

650 possible points were awarded for responses to questions in this

section.

Individual report scores ranged from

0 to 20

possible 25 points, with an average score of 7.9 1 7.1.
Concerning question number

1,

points out of a
(See Table 6)

clear reporting of evaluation pro-

cedures, 34.6% of the possible points were awarded and 8 of the 26 re-

ports examined received no points for responses to this question.

Most

often there was no clearly reported evaluation procedure because such

procedures did not exist.

Data gathering was often haphazard.

A great

was
deal of the information presented was anecdotal and based on what

available after the fact, rather than predetermined and systematically
collected.

(See Table 7)
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Table 6

Report Scores:

Report

Points Awarded

1

7

2

Evaluation Plans and Procedures

% of
Possible
Points
25=100%

Report

Points Awarded

%

of

Possible
Points
25=100%

8%

14

6

24%

16

64%

15

6

24%

3

12

48%

16

0

0%

4

7

28%

17

20

80%

5

1

4%

18

1

4%

6

10

40%

19

13

52%

7

17

68%

20

20

80%

8

0

0%

21

2

8%

9

18

72%

22

0

0%

10

5

20%

23

12

48%

11

7

28%

24

0

0%

12

2

8%

25

0

0%

13

3

12%

26

20

80%

Total Points Awarded

205

3.15%

Total Possible Points

650

2

1 Points Awarded (N=26)

7.9 + 7.1
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Table

Tabulations:

7

Evaluation Plans and Procedures

% of
Total*
Points Possible Points
Awarded Points Possible

3.

Evaluation Plans and Procedures:
Question #

1.

Are evaluation procedures clearly
reported?

45

34.6%

130

2.

Are statistical procedures appropriate?

28

21.5%

130

3.

Is there sufficient information provided to replicate the evaluation?

36

27.7%

130

4.

Are the evaluation procedures practical?

43

33.1%

130

5.

Is there a description of models em-

53

40.8%

130

205

31.5%

650

ployed with sufficient data to permit
an understanding of the educational
procedures followed?

TOTALS

*26 reports were examined.
The number of points awarded for each
question ranged from a minimum of 0 to a maximum of 5 depending
upon degree of responsiveness to the question.
,
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Concerning question number 2, appropriate statistical procedures,
21.5% of the possible points were awarded and 15 of the 26 reports

examined received no points for responses to this question.

This

question had the lowest response rate of any question in this section
because most of the evaluation reports examined were not designed to
accumulate information which was subject to valid statistical analysis.

Traditional experimental design factors, such as control groups or
comprehensive pre- and post-treatment testing were most often not

built into either the project design or the evaluation design.

This

precluded the more rigorous statistical manipulations.
Concerning question number

3,

the provision of sufficient infor-

mation to replicate the evaluation, 27.7% of the possible points were
awarded and 11 of the 26 reports examined received no points in response
to this question.

Even this weak response marks those cases where the

evaluation which was performed could be replicated, but should not be

replicated because of failure to provide the desired evaluation information.

Concerning question number

4,

practical evaluation procedures,

38.1% of the possible points were awarded and 11 of the 26 reports

examined received no points.

The response to this question received

questions in
a relatively larger share of potential points than other
this section.

examined
This is because many of the evaluation reports

to work rather
seemed more intent on why the evaluated program ought

than how it actually did work.
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The questions in this section attempted to examine the descrip-

tions of evaluation activities as opposed to project activities.

The

evaluation activities undertaken must relate to both the purpose and
design of the evaluation and to the objectives and goals of the pro-

gram evaluated.

This was, most often, not the case in the evaluation

reports examined.

Without this necessary descriptive information on

evaluation plans and procedures, it is difficult to assign any relative
value to the conclusions drawn in the evaluation reports.

4.

Evaluation parameters

.

The significance of the data from questions

in this section lies in the fact that positive or favorable response
to these questions indicates the extent to which appropriate samples,

instrumentation and documentation have been included in the overall
evaluation design.

These factors are often indications of weight or

validity of the information reported.
Only

2

reports out of the 26 reports examined scored points on

all questions asked in this section, while

3

of the reports examined

scored no points for responses to these questions.

Overall, 17.5% of

the 650 possible points were awarded for responses to questions in
0 to 20

points out

- 4.8.
of a possible 25 points with an average score of 4.4

Responses

this section.

Individual report scores ranged from

percentage of possible
to questions in this section received the lowest

points of all the sections.

(See Table 8)
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Table 8

Report Scores:

Report

Points Awarded

Evaluation Parameters

% of

Report

Points Awarded

Possible
Points
25=100%

% of
Possible
Points
25=100%

]

1

7

28%

14

3

12%

2

3

12%

15

1

4%

3

2

8%

16

0

0%

4

6

24%

17

10

40%

5

2

8%

18

3

12%

6

5

20%

19

3

12%

7

6

24%

20

16

64%

8

2

8%

21

0

0%

9

8

32%

22

3

12%

10

3

12%

23

7

28%

11

1

4%

24

1

4%

12

1

4%

25

0

0%

13

1

4%

26

20

80%

114

17.5%

To tal Points Awarded

Total Possible Points
+ Points Awarded (N=26)

4.4 t 4.8
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Table 9

Tabulations:

4.

Evaluation Parameters:

Evaluation Parameters

Question

#

% of
Total*
Points Possible Points
Awarded Points Possible

1.

Are the means by which students are
selected for the program described?

40

30.8%

130

2.

Are sample sizes adequate?

10

7.7%

130

3.

Was there reasonable sample stability
during the evaluation period?

7

5.4%

130

Are the instruments satisfactorily
valid and reliable for the population
evaluated?

12

9.2%

130

Was program documentation adequate?

45

34.6%

130

114

17.5%

650

4.

5.

TOTALS

The number of points awarded for each
26 reports were examined.
question ranged from a minimum of 0 to a maximum of 5 depending
upon degree of responsiveness to the question.
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Concerning question number

1,

description of the selection process,

30.8% of the possible points were awarded and 11 of the 26 reports

examined received no points for responses to this question.

Most often

children were referred to the program evaluated through the I.E.P.

process rather than selected on a criterion basis from a larger group
of children.

Thus, most of the reports which received points mentioned

the I.E.P. referral process while the remainder of the reports generally assumed that the reader understood the process and that the project

participants would be selected through that process.
Concerning question

(See Table 9)

number 2, adequate sample size, only 7.7% of

the possible points were awarded.

Twenty-three of the 26 reports ex-

amined received some points for describing the total number of children
served (see "Evaluation Description")

.

Only

3

of the 26 defined those

children as members of a sample group with comparable pre- and post-

treatment indices.
Concerning question number

3,

sample stability, an even smaller

5.4% of the possible points were awarded and 24 of the 26 reports ex-

amined received no points for responses to this question.

In effect,

there can be no information on sample stability if there are no identified sample groups.

Concerning question number 4, valid and reliable instrumentation,
reports ex9.2% of the possible points were awarded and 22 of the 26

amined received no points for responses to this question.

The problems

related to the
associated with assigning points for this question are
number
problem concerning samples described under questions

2

and number
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3

in this section.

It is not possible to make judgments concerning

the validity or reliability of instrumentation used unless and until
the sample population to be examined is defined.

Concerning question number 5, program documentation, 34.6% of
the possible points were awarded and only 6 of the 26 reports examined

received no points for responses to this question.

In general, some

documentation was provided in most of the reports examined.

However,

most of the documentation provided was incidental and sporadic rather
than systematically built into the various reports.

There seemed to be

no consistent understanding of the kinds of information which are nec-

essary to document the activities and outcomes of the projects evaluated.

The questions in this section addressed the content of the evalua-

tion design.

While an evaluation can provide valuable information

utilizing non-rigorous methods and techniques for developing and collecting data, it is not acceptable to present and manipulate such information as if it were rigorously derived.

This error was built into almost

the
every evaluation report examined and, therefore, this section of

assessment index rated lowest among all the sections.

5.

Evaluation outcomes

.

The significance of the data from questions

favorable response
in this section lies in the fact that positive or
the report provided
to these questions indicate the degree to which

programmatic areas.
performance related information in a variety of
aspects of any evaluThese programmatic areas encompass the summative
ation.
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None of the 26 reports examined scored points on all the questions asked, while two of the reports examined scored no points on the

questions asked in this section.

Overall, 27.3% of the 910 possible

points were awarded for responses to questions in this section.

vidual report scores ranged from

0 to 21

points out of a possible 35

points, with an average score of 9.5 i 6.1.

Concerning question number

1,

Indi-

(See Table 10)

assessment of instructional quality,

16.9% of the possible points were awarded and 16 of the 26 reports ex-

amined received no points for responses to this question.

Most of the

reports referred to the quantity of the instruction provided (number of
students, number of sessions) or described the activities and procedures associated with the instruction provided.

Few of the reports

examined referred to the quality of instruction provided within the
project.

When references were made to instructional quality, they were

generally subjective and unsubstantiated.

This can be considered a

direct result of the utilization of evaluation designs which did not
incorporate measureable student performance objectives.

Unless a means

into the evalfor objectively assessing instructional quality is built

self-serving.
uation design, such commentary tends to be gratuitous or
(See Table 11)
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Table 10

Report Scores:

Report

Points Awarded

Evaluation Outcomes

% of

Report

Points Awarded

Possible
Points
25=100%

% of
Possible
Points
25 = 100%

1

15

42.9%

14

12

34.3%

2

17

48.6%

15

7

20.0%

3

9

25.7%

16

4

11.4%

4

8

22.9%

17

19

54.3%

5

7

20.0%

18

4

11.4%

6

10

28.6%

19

9

25.7%

7

16

45.7%

20

19

54.3%

8

3

8.6%

21

5

14.3%

9

17

48.6%

22

3

8.6%

10

11

31.4%

23

14

40.0%

11

8

22.9%

24

0

0.0%

12

8

22.9%

25

0

0.0%

13

2

5.7%

26

21

60.0%

Total Points Awarded

248

27.3%

Total Possible Points

910

t Points Awarded (N=26)

9.5 t 6.1
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Table 11

Tabulations:

Evaluation Outcomes

\

5.

Evaluation Outcomes:

Question

#

1.

Is there assessment of instructional
quality?

2.

Is information provided on student

achievement?

% of
Total*
Points Possible Points
Awarded Points Possible

22

16.9%

130

41

31.5%

130

3.

Is attitudinal information provided?

51

39.2%

130

4.

Is cost effectiveness data provided?

1

0.7%

130

5.

Are circumstantial realities described
and accounted for?

45

34.6%

130

6.

Does the data justify the conclusions
of the evaluation?

40

30.8%

130

7.

Are evaluation results clearly reported?

48

36.9%

130

248

27.3%

910

TOTALS

The number of points awarded for each
26 reports were examined.
question ranged from a minimum of 0 to a maximum of 5 , depending
upon degree of responsiveness to the question.
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Concerning question number

student achievement information,

2,

31.5% of the possible points were awarded.

Nine of the 26 reports

examined received no points for responses to this question.

Again,

less than one-third of the reports examined were able to provide sub-

stantive student achivement information because few projects designed

and utilized evaluation mechanisms for developing such information in
a systematic manner.

Concerning question number

3,

attitudinal information, 39.2% of

the possible points were awarded, and 6 of the 26 reports examined re-

ceived no points for responses to this question.

The largest share of

possible points in this section were awarded for this question.

This

may be the result of the tendency of the evaluations to describe parto report
ticipants' subjective perceptions of the program rather than

objective criterion referenced accomplishments.

In order to fairly

accomplishments must
report on performance based accomplishments, the
at the outset, and
be clearly understood, at least by the evaluators,

accomplishments must be included
a means for gathering data concerning
in the evaluation design.

This was usually not the case.

Concerning question number

4,

no
cost effectiveness data, virtually

cost effectiveness data was provided.

were awarded, and only

1

Less than 1% of the possible points

the amount
of the 26 reports even reported

described
less than half the reports
of budget allowed the project and
basic inforthe project. Without such
the amount of staff required by

undertaking when
a fairly complex
mation, cost effectiveness analysis,
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applied to educational or human service programs

,

cannot even be

initiated.

Concerning question number

description of circumstantial reali-

5,

ties, 34.6% of the possible points were awarded and only

3

of the 26

reports examined received no points for responding to this question.
Most of the reports examined provided some description of the circumHowever, most of the

stances surrounding the operation of the project.

descriptions were provided as an explanation of why aspects of the pro-

gram did not function as well as intended or why certain objectives
were not accomplished.

Little description was provided concerning the

relationship between the program being evaluated and other operational
programs or circumstances in the broader context of a student

s

total

educational environment.
Concerning question number 6, justification of conclusions, 30.8%
26 reports examined
of the possible points were awarded and 10 of the

The problems assoc-

received no points for responses to this question.

of the data preiated with this question involve the fact that most

context which lends
sented in the reports has not been generated in a

pre-treatment/post-treatment basis.
itself to analysis on a controlled
and subjective rather than
Most conclusions are, therefore, inferential

rigorous and statistically valid.

This does not necessarily mean that

does mean that the conclusions cannot
the conclusions are wrong, but it

data presented.
be justified solely on the basis of

Concerning question number

7,

results,
clearly reported evaluation

awarded, and
36.9% of the possible points were

7

of the 26 reports
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examined received no points for responses to this question.

In general,

the reports examined did not present clear evaluation results
because
of one or more of the following factors:

reporting format to refer to;

(2)

(1)

there was no consistent

there was no strong relationship be-

tween program objectives and evaluation design; and

(3)

there was a

lack of specificity concerning the purposes of the evaluation, the

audience for the evaluation report and the components of the program
evaluated.

D.

Chapter Summary

This chapter described current evaluation practices in Massachusetts as exemplified by evaluation reports of P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89313 funded projects.

The development of an assessment index and the

methods and procedures used to apply that index are reported.

The re-

sults of tabulations and analyses of the data generated through this

process are also presented.

Questions in this section addressed the content of the evaluation
reports.

In general, the examination of the evaluation reports showed

that the information developed did not sufficiently describe the pro-

jects evaluated.

The two basic questions concerning the content of

any evaluation are how good is the information reported (How accurate?

How true?

How conclusive?

How representative?

How inclusive?)

,

and

how useful is the information reported (Does it help decision-makers
to decide?

Does it tell them what they need to know?

new perspectives and/or verify old viewpoints?).

Does it develop
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This information may be developed and reported in a bewildering

variety of ways from the rigorously traditional experimental design
and the dissertation reporting format to ethnomethodological study
approaches where N=1 and video tapes or computer printouts or film
strips or poems or works of art are considered reports.

evaluation questions remain the same:

The basic

How good is the information?

How useful is the information?

Examination of the current evaluation reports of P.L. 94-142 and
P.L. 89-313 funded projects made available for this study indicates

that the information they provided was neither very good nor very
useful.

However, through the described process of categorization and

identification of relative strengths and weaknesses, an evaluation

model and guidelines for implementation of that model have been developed.

The model and guidelines can be applied toward the evaluation

89-313
of educational programs in general and to P.L. 94-142 or P.L.

programs in particular.

The guidelines and the evaluation model are

described in Chapter IV of this study.

CHAPTER

IV

A MODEL FOR THE EVALUATION OF P.L. 94-142 AND
P.L.

89-313 FUNDED PROGRAMS

Chapter II of this study describes current evaluation theory and
Chapter II of this study describes current evaluation practices in

Massachusetts.

This chapter integrated both these elements into an

evaluation model including
guidelines, and

(3)

(1)

role descriptions,

(2)

utilization

an evaluation design compatible with the require-

ments of P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313.

(See Figure

1)

The underlying

purposes for developing this three part model include the following:
(1)

The role description component of the model will define the

responsibilities and tasks of third party evaluators in relation to
project staff.
expectations

,

By outlining mutual responsibilities, tasks, and

these parameters can provide a basis for mutual under-

standing and can be instrumental in obviating some of the traditional
fears associated with evaluation as a judgemental or adversary process.

Enhancing the relationship between the outside evaluator and the project staff should ease the two-way flow of information and therefore

provide for a clearer understanding, by both parties, of the project

s

processes and expected products.
(2)

will outThe utilization guidelines component of the model

and reporting
line the necessary steps for initiating, conducting,

funded programs.
an evaluation of P.L. 94-142 or P.L. 89-313

By

define the process
following these guidelines, which were designed to
99
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of project evaluation and to clarify the procedures involved in de-

veloping a project evaluation report, both project design and evaluation design can be more specifically related at an early stage of

program implementation.

The generation of useful process or formative

information could be built into the program/ implementation design at
the outset.

Clarification of program goals and objectives would be

forced at an early stage of program implementation.

A checklist of

procedural and informational needs directed toward the generation of
a summative final report will help both the evaluator and the decision-

maker to establish timelines for activities

,

to maintain documentation

of project undertakings and accomplishments, and to allocate resources

for programmatic operations or modifications.
(3)

The evaluation design component of the model will include a

set of forms which integrates the procedural and the informational

needs described in the utilization guidelines in terms of each specific

program objective.

The evaluation design described by this model

provides for performance related evaluation to be conducted in a

manner which provides for the generation of consistent, pertinent,
reports
and inclusive information and the development of evaluation

associated with
which meet the needs of decision-makers not directly
the project evaluated.
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A.

Role Description

The following role descriptions have been developed to describe

relationships between the proj ect and the evaluation as well as the
relationships between the project staff and the outside third-party

evaluation staff

.

The way in which these roles are played out can

determine, to a remarkable degree, the kinds of evaluation information
it is possible to derive and the quality of the information developed.

This is partially due to the dual nature of the evaluation process (evaluations can be weighted to provide primarily formative or

predominantly summative information) and partially due to potentially
conflicting responsibilities (project staff may attempt to present
their efforts in the best possible light while evaluators may seek to
focus upon problem areas in the hope of developing resolutions)

.

It is

precisely within these dichotomies that outside evaluation has its
largest potential for developing new and useful information for decision-

makers and its largest potential for conflict and failure.
Formative information, as described in Chapter II of this study,
is primarily designed to help improve, upgrade, modify, or refine a

project.

It is, essentially, an information sharing process and conse-

evaluator and
quently dependent upon a high level of trust between the

those who are evaluated.
II of this study,

of a project.

Summative evaluation, as described in Chapter

effectiveness
is primarily designed to determine the

and consequentIt is, essentially, a judgemental process

project associated
ly dependent upon an accurate depiction of

.
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observations.

Therefore, it is essential that project goals and expec—

tations and evaluation goals and expectations be resolved at the outset
of the process.

The role of the project staff is to implement activities toward
the achievement of the objectives set forth in their proposal.

This

includes making provisions for an outside evaluation of the project.
The role of the evaluation staff is to develop and present information

concerning the process and the outcomes of the project.

The evaluator

is not adjunct staff to the project, although mutual sharing of infor-

mation and expertise is obviously beneficial.

Likewise, the project

staff are not merely data gatherers or data sources for the evaluators.

A clear understanding of tasks and assignments can do much to prevent

misunderstandings, and to alleviate potential apprehensions which might

distort the information pro-offered or affect cooperation in the data

gathering process.

It must always be remembered that project staff mem-

bers are invested in the project and do stand to gain or lose through
the evaluation process.

The issue of role definition has its effect upon the design, the

execution, and the quality of results of any evaluation.

For this

reason, these issues have been included as a part of the evaluation
model.

and
It is not until these issues have been mutually explored

that the proresolved between the evaluator and the project director
can be effectively
cesses described in the remainder of this chapter

undertaken
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B

.

Utilization Guidelines

These guidelines have been developed to describe the procedural
steps in conducting an evaluation of P.L. 94-142 or P.L. 89-313 funded

programs and the informational needs required in the summative evaluation reports of such programs.

The purpose of these guidelines is to

assist both the outside evaluator and the project staff toward the

development and execution of a timely, useful, and inclusive project

evaluation and toward the generation of accurate and valid informational
reports in a consistent manner.

1.

Procedural steps

.

This section of the utilization guidelines

describes five basic tasks associated with the evaluation of a P.L.
94-142 or P.L. 89-313 program.

Taken together, these tasks or proced-

ures constitute a work plan (see Figure 11) and include the following:
(a)

Preliminary organizational procedures;

(b)

Designing the evaluation plan;

(c)

Collecting the data;

(d)

Analyzing the data; and

(e)

Reporting the data.

;

;

;;
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Who must be
involved?

PROCEDURE
I.

Preliminary Organizational Procedures
1-

Complete contractual negotiations;

2.

Examine pertinent archival materials
such as project proposals and previous reports

3.

Meet project director and/or staff
to explain mutual roles, responsibilities, and expectations;

4.

Identify significant issues or
circumstances

II. Designing the Evaluation Plan
1.

Clarify and restate goals and objectives of the evaluated program
if required;

2.

Outline program activities associated with achieving those goals or
objectives

3.

Determine evidence of program merit
or expected standards of performance
for each goal or objective;

4.

Establish specific evaluation questions to be answered by the evaluation which describe the evidence
determining program merit;

5.

Identify data sources;

6.

Determine appropriate data collection techniques for each evaluation
question

7.

Establish timelines for data collection;

8.

Identify or develop any necessary dat c
collection instrumentation;

Figure 11
Work Plan

When does
this occur?

;

;
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Figure 11 (Continued)

PROCEDURE
10. Design a reporting schedule and

format;
11. Finalize timeline for all evaluation

activities;

Review final evaluation design with
project director;

12.

III. Collecting the Data
1.

Prepare or identify all data collection instruments;

2.

Assign data collection tasks;

3

Provide any necessary data collection training;

.

4.

Schedule data collection activities;

5.

Secure cooperation of data sources

6.

Conduct data collection activities;

IV. Analyzing the Data
1.

Tabulation of individual data
sources

2.

Integration of data;

3.

Synthesis of findings;

4.

Analysis;

V. Reporting the Data
1.

Description of program evaluated;

2.

Description of evaluation activities

3

.

Presentation and analysis of findings

4.

;

;

Presentation of summative conclusions and/or recommendations

must be
involved?

Vfho

t

When does
occur?

.his
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a.

Preliminary organizational procedures

.

The basic but crucial

procedures outlined in this section of the work plan are often overlooked or under emphasized during the initial stages of the evaluation
process.

Insufficient attention to these considerations at the outset

can contribute to misunderstanding of roles, misidentif ication or per-

tinent issues, and lack of understanding concerning the need for re-

quested information or for project staff participation.

Failure to

clarify these issues can necessitate modifications to the overall

evaluation plan and may result in the loss or contamination of valuable

project information.
Of particular importance to the evaluation process are the

indicated meetings between evaluator and project director concerning
roles, responsibilities, and expectations.

Evaluation has often been

and project
perceived as an entirely judgemental process with evaluator

director in an adversarial relationship.

This need not be so, and in

developed and shared,
fact, if formative project information is to be
it can not be so.

the
A clear understanding, by both parties, of

procedures involved in conducting
goals, the needs, and the anticipated

program must be obtained before
the evaluation and in conducting the
effective evaluation design can be completed.

At the other end of the

have perceived the evaluator as adspectrum, project directors often
incidental information needs. This
junct staff to respond to his/her
expectation that the evaluator
perception may also lead to the false
project
completely consistent with the
will generate a report which is
Understanding of these critical
director's viewpoint and perspective.
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issues is prerequisite to the effective, accurate, and useful evaluation
of a program.
k>.

Designing the evaluation plan

.

The procedures outline in this

section of the work plan are those which will have the largest effect
upon the utility and the relevance of the information developed.

Care-

ful consideration of each of these steps, utilizing the "Evaluation

Design Forms" presented later in this chapter will provide for the

development of a relevant, objective-specific evaluation.
Of the procedures outlined in this section, the single most

important step is the clarification and, if necessary, re-statement of

project goals and objectives into performance statements.

It is essen-

tial that all performance statements can be quantified or measured,

that they can be placed on a timeline with target completion dates, and

Without a sure knowledge

that they can specify the expected outcomes.

of what the project expects to do and when it expects to do it, mean-

ingful evaluation activity can not take place.
The next step associated with this procedure is the listing of

project activities designed to achieve each objective.

When this has

been accomplished, evidence of program merit or expected standards of

performance can be linked to each activity.

The evaluator can then

determinprepare specific evaluation questions to describe the evidence

ing program merit.
data sources
After the evaluation questions have been developed,

appropriate data
for answering those questions must be identified,

timeline for data
collection techniques must be determined, a data
for specific data
collection must be established, and responsibility
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collection activities must be allocated.

Data sources might include

project administrators and/or staff, project participants and/or their
parents, other administrators, staff, students or parents, and community or other agency people involved with the project.

Archival data

sources might include the project proposal, preceding or related pro-

ject proposals and reports, program publicity, minutes of meetings,
logs or study plans, project director's notes, attendance or other

school records, or the results of standardized tests.

literature is also, often, a valuable data source.

Relevant current

Data collection

techniques might include the administration of surveys or questionnaires

,

the administration of formal standardized test instruments,

interviews, observation, and/or archival review.

Realistic timelines

must be set for administering and collecting this data and individual
responsibilities for collecting the data must be established.
Following these procedures it is necessary to integrate the

preceding steps and to develop preliminary instrumentation into the
final evaluation design.

A review of the final evaluation design with

modifications
the project director at this point will make any necessary
trust
much easier to include and should augment both understanding and

will
between the project staff and the evaluation staff because each
be explicitly aware of the others' purpose and methods.
c#

Collecting the data

.

The procedures outlined in this section

and, as such, are
of the work plan are evaluation management procedures

fairly straightforward and specific.

However, two areas of concern

securing the cooperation
should be briefly addressed and both involve
of data sources.
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The first area of concern involves the securing of cooperation
of data sources internal to the project being evaluated.

Open and

f^snk discussions and responses to the data gathering process are pre-

requisite to an accurate evaluative description of any program.

Be-

cause of the traditional perceptions of evaluation as an adversarial

process, because the individual staff members may be heavily invested
in the project, and because individual staff members may feel they stand
to lose through an unfavorable evaluation, it is extremely important

that both the project director and evaluator clearly understand the

process and fully explain this process to the project staff.

The level

of staff understanding can effect evaluation outcomes in two major ways:
(1)

if valuable formative information is to be developed throughout the

process of evaluation, the staff should not be reluctant to "tell it
like it is," and

(2)

if the project staff is to be utilized in any data

collection or instrument administration activities, they should know
why the data is being developed and what it is expected to yield.
The second area of concern involves securing the cooperation
of data sources external to the project being evaluated.

It will often

be necessary for the project to provide entree to data sources.

Project

staff members who are to provide such introductions must have an accur-

kind of
ate picture of the reason for the contact and of the time or

effort to be expected from the data source.

In addition, it may be

and by the
important to coordinate contacts made by the project staff

by a large
evaluation staff so that outside sources are not overwhelmed

number of simultaneous contacts.
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d*

Analyzing the data

The procedures outlined in this section

.

of the work plan involve standard analytical techniques and are depen-

dent upon the kinds, the amounts and the quality of the data obtained.
Simple, descriptive statistics can usually be generated to provide a

straightforward accounting of what has occurred as a result of the
program.

The interpretations and observations associated with the

generated data provide the most valuable summative information to
both the project staff and to decision-makers at other levels.
e.

Reporting the data

.

The procedures outlined in this section

of the work plan involve the tangible "product" of the evaluation pro-

The most painstaking and well-conceived evaluation

cess, the report.

effort has little value unless and until what has been learned can be

placed into a meaningful context or document which provides accurate
and inclusive information to readers or decision-makers who may not

have direct knowledge or contact with the project evaluated.
Even though evaluation reporting formats may vary, the information elements each report contains should be consistent.

Some of these

elements are mandated by law (such as reporting project impact upon
children served)

,

some are inherent to the process of evaluation (such

the project will be
as defining the goals and objectives against which

evaluated), and some of these elements are descriptive.

These required

presented as the
information elements have been identified and are
guidelines.
second major component of these utilization

Ill

2.

Informational needs

.

This section of the utilization guidelines

describes the five basic informational areas associated with the evalu-

ation of P.L. 94-142 or P.L. 89-313 funded programs and the individual
information elements within each area.

Taken together, these informa-

tion elements constitute a generalized checklist (see Figure 12) and

include the following:
(a)

Evaluation requirements;

(b)

Evaluation descriptions;

(c)

Evaluation plans and procedures;

(d)

Evaluation parameters; and

(e)

Evaluation outcomes.

Since each of these areas has been extensively described previously
in this study, this section will only present a suggested aira\ of

evaluation questions in a checklist format.

It should be emphasized

and that
that these questions are presented in a generalized form

associated with
clusters of project-specific questions may and should be

each one.

associating
The checklist provides a convenient format for

variety of available data
each individual information element with the
to address the question
sources and data collection techniques necessary

forces clarity in terms of identiUsed this way, the checklist approach

and in terms of relating that
fying and procuring required information

evaluation procedures.
information to evaluation design and to

Finally,

the informational needs of the
by answering the indicated questions,

been met.
evaluation reporting process will have
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Data

Information Element
I.

£sources

Evaluation Requirements
1.

What are the project's major objectives
in terms of expected changes in the
achievement and performance of a specified group of handicapped children?

2.

Are direct instructional services
provided to eligible handicapped
children?

3.

Are direct instructional services provided within the educational program
supplemented by the project?

4.

Has the project demonstrated that it is
large enough, broad enough and of sufficient quality to assure substantial
progress toward meeting the identified
major needs of participating children?

5.

For those projects providing direct
instructional services has the impact
of those services on the educational
achievement of the children served
been determined and described?
,

6.

7.

8.

For those projects which do not provide
direct instructional services, has the
impact on the instructional services of
the program supplemented by the project
been determined and described?

What is the specific nature and extent
of program coordination with local,
state, and other federal efforts?
In what manner and to what extent was
information about the project communi

cated to others?
9.

Were all reports required of the project by the state educational agency
submitted?

_

Figure 12

Information Element Checklist

Data
techniques

"
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Figure 12 (Continued)

Information Element
II. Evaluation Descriptions
1.

What are the purposes of the evaluation?

2.

Who is the intended audience for this
report?

3.

What data collection or testing instruments will be utilized in the evaluation?

4.

Where is the school district located?
What is its size? Are there any particular school or community characteri-

ses?
5.

How many children are served or affected by the project?

6.

How much staff is required by the project and how is that staff structured?

7.

How much funding is required by the
project?

8.

What is the location and setting for
the project?

9.

What are the names and addresses of
the program planners and/or major
staff members?

10. How long has the particular education-

al model employed by the project been
operational in the school where the
project is located?
11. What formative and/or summative informa-

tion is to be developed in the course
of the evaluation process?

Data
Sources

Data
Techniques
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Figure 12 (Continued)

Information Element

Data
Sources

c

Data
Techniques
—
1

HI» Evaluation Plans and Procedures
1.

Are all evaluation procedures described?

2.

Are all evaluation activities described?

3.

Are all statistical procedures described?

4.

Are these statistical procedures appropriate to the kinds or the level of
data collected?

5.

Is enough information provided so that
others might replicate the evaluation?

6.

Are the evaluation model description and
the data presented sufficient to provide
an understanding of the educational
procedures followed?

IV. Evaluation Parameters
1.

How are students selected or excluded
for participation in the program?

2.

What students are part of the sample?

3.

How many students are part of the
sample?

4.

What characteristics define the groups
in the sample?

5.

How valid and reliable are the instruments used for the population evaluated?

6. How stable were the members of the

sample during the period of evaluation?

-2
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Figure 12 (Continued)

Information Element
V. Evaluation Outcomes
1.

Is an assessment of instructional quality

included in the evaluation?
2.

Is information provided on student

achievement?
3.

Is attitudinal information included?

4.

Is cost-effectiveness data included?

5.

Are any outside circumstantial factors
effecting the program described?

6.

Are all findings, conclusions, or recommendations justified by one or more
sources of data?

7.

Are all the evaluation results reported
in terms of findings, conclusions, and/
or recommendations?

Data
Sources

Data
Techniques

;
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C.
*

Evaluation Design

•>

The evaluation design represents an integration of the procedural

steps and the informational needs described by the utilization guidelines

,

section B of this chapter.

The design provides for performance

related evaluation information to be generated on the basis of stated

program objectives.

A form describing the evaluation design has been

developed (see Figure 13) and includes the following elements:
(1)

Each stated goal or objective;

(2)

The activities associated with that objective;

(3)

The evidence to describe program merit;

(4)

The evaluation questions which elicit that evidence;

(5)

The information collecting techniques required to
answer the evaluation questions

(6)

The time and place of data collection; and

(7)

The assignment of responsibility for collection of
specific data.

Mutual consultation and planning between the evaluator and the

project director is necessary to the development of this evaluation
design.

Clarity is forced at each stage of the evolution of the final

evaluation design.

Program objectives must be cast into measureable

forms, activities

(both project and evaluation) must be forecast, cri-

must be de
terion for performance must be set, evaluation questions

must be assigned.
cided upon, timelines must be constructed and tasks
of action will be devel
As a result of this mutual development, a plan

which is project perfor
oped which is mutually and clearly understood,
the generation of a utili
mance oriented, and which is directed toward

tarian and inclusive final report.
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Design

Evaluation
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(Continued)

13

Figure

.
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Stated goal or objective

1*

To utilize the evaluation design form,

.

each goal or objective of the program is entered on a separate sheet.

Each objective is stated as a performance objective including the in-

tended targets of the objective and the anticipated outcome.

All the

other columns on the form are then filled out in relation to the objective.

An example of this process is included in Figure 13.

Activities

2.

.

Following the statement of the objectives, a list of

the activities associated with achieving that objective must be constructed.

This list will include all those program activities designed

within the program which would affect the outcome of the performance
objective

Evidence of program merit

3.

.

program merit must be selected.

For each activity listed, evidence of
The relative success of the various

activities will be measured against these selected criteria.

4

Evaluation questions

.

.

After the criteria or evidence of program

merit have been selected for each activity

,

a series of evaluation ques-

tions must be developed to elicit information concerning the relative

merit of the activities undertaken.

It is these questions which the

evaluator must address and must ultimately answer in the evaluation
report.

5

.

information collection techniques

.

Once the evaluation questions

developing techniques
have been proposed, information collecting or

must be constructed.

There may be single or multiple techniques.
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instruments, and/or data sources utilized to answer any individual

question.

A single technique, such as a survey, may provide informa-

tion on a number of questions.

The important factor is to assure that

an assigned method for deriving information be associated with each

evaluation question.

6.

Time and place

As the various information collection techniques

.

and procedures necessary to answer the evaluation questions are defined, a time and place for specific data collection activities can

be assigned.

This is a major step in the development of a comprehen-

sive work plan and will help the evaluator to choose the most utilitarian approaches and to assign resources effectively.

7.

Data collector

.

At this stage of the development of the evaluation

design it is possible for the evaluator to make clear statements of

individual responsibility for the collection of data.

If project

staff are expected to participate in the data collection process,

their part and their responsibilities are clearly outlined.

The ac-

countability which is built into this method of generating an evaluation design can promote the clarification of mutual expectations and
can provide a valuable ongoing check of the progress.
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D.

Chapter Summary

This chapter described the role of the evaluator and the project
staff in conducting an evaluation of P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313

funded programs, formulated utilization guidelines for conducting evaluations including procedural steps and informational needs, and pre-

sented an evaluation design providing for performance related evaluation information to be generated on the basis of stated program objectives.

In summary, the proper utilization of all three components of

the evaluation model described in this chapter can provide for defin-

ition of the evaluation roles, approaches, techniques, and work plans,
and, by pinpointing tasks and responsibilities within a timeline, can

provide a valuable, ongoing check of the progress of the evaluation
toward the completed evaluation report.

CHAPTER

V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study of current evaluation practices for federally funded

special education programs in Massachusetts has been conducted in
terms of what is suggested by the history and evolution of special

education legislation, what is required by the applicable laws, and

what is indicated by relevant evaluation theory.

As a part of this

study, a model has been constructed for the evaluation of special

education programs funded under P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313.

This

section of the study will reiterate the major findings and conclusions

associated with the development of that evaluation model and will offer
recommendations toward the implementation of a statewide methodology
for the development of accurate, comprehensive, consistent, and utili-

tarian evaluations of federally funded special education programs.

A.

Major Findings and Conclusions

current
The following major findings and conclusions describe

evaluation practices in Massachusetts as measured against

a set of

P.L. 89-313
precepts based upon the requirements of P.L. 94-142 and

theory:
and upon applicable and relevant evaluation
(1)

program evaluation but
The federal legislative mandates require

presented standards or
are not specific in terms of clearly
reporting the
guidelines for developing, conducting, or

results of evaluation.
122
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(2)

The Massachusetts Department of Education, Special Education

Division, has not implemented a system with consistent policy

governing the purpose, content, and format of evaluations.
(3)

The regional offices of the Massachusetts Department of Education

receive the third party evaluation reports, but no effective

mechanism exists for feedback to the individual programs.

This

is especially critical during the proposal and/or development

stage when effective evaluation design could be built into

each program.
(4)

An examination of all the evaluation reports for P.L. 94-142

and P.L. 89-313 funded projects in Region

I

of the Massachusetts

Department of Education reveals the following general observations
a.

b.
(5)

:

There is no consistent reporting format for evaluation
of special education programs;
There is no clear understanding of the purpose for the
evaluation of special education programs;

c.

There is no uniform apprehension of the intended audience
of the evaluation reports;

d.

There is no clear definition of the information required
of an evaluation report; and

e.

of third
There are no clear guidelines describing the role
party evaluators or the procedures for conducting a
third party evaluation.

reports for P.L.
A tabulation of scores from all the evaluation

94-142 and P.L. 89-313 funded projects in Region

I

of Massachusetts

assessment index reveals the
as measured against an evaluation

following overall findings:
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(6)

a.

An extremely wide range of scores were assigned to individual project evaluation reports varying from 1.6% of
the possible points to 79% of the possible points, with
the median score at 25% of the possible points;

b.

In total, less than 30% of the possible score points
were achieved by the reports examined, and of the 26
reports examined only 4 achieved more than 50% of the
possible score points; and

c.

The area of the assessment index which tested reports
for the inclusion of mandated evaluation information
was the highest scoring area of the index and still
only received 54.1% of the possible score points.

A tabulation of scores within the area of "Evaluation Requirements" in the evaluation assessment index reveals the following

specific findings:
a.

b.

c.

d

(7)

Only 1 of the 26 reports addressed all the information
requirements;
performance
Major project objectives were not stated as
and
objectives
project
In most cases, major
objectives.
mentioned;
even
project mission statements were not
achievement
Impact of project services on the educational
measurebecause
of children served was seldom described
able objectives were seldom formulated,
information
Descriptions of program coordination or
were
procedures
sharing or descriptions of reporting
almost non-existent.

of "Evaluation DescripA tabulation of scores within the area

index reveals the following
tions" in the evaluation assessment

specfic findings:
a.

b.

points on all quesOnly 1 of the 26 reports received
tions in this area;
no attempt to ^fine^the
More than half the reports made
not specify
purpose of the evaluation and did
reports ofte^
Consequently,
ed audience of the report.
significant spec
assumed the reader possessed
ground information;
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Few of the reports provided any of the background demographic information on the school or the community
necessary to place the evaluated project within a con-

c.

text;

(8)

d.

Insufficient information was provided on the number
of students served by the projects and the number of
staff required.
Funding information was not provided
in 75% of the reports.
Even the most rudimentary cost
analysis cannot begin without this basic information;
and

e.

Most reports did not clearly understand the difference
between formative and summative information and the
different approaches specific to each.

A tabulation of scores within the area of "Evaluation Plans and
Procedures" in the evaluation assessment index reveals the

following specific findings:
a.

Seven of the 26 reports received points on all questions
in this area;

b.

Evaluation procedures were not clearly reported, most
often because clear-cut procedures did not exist; and

c.

(9)

Appropriate statistical procedures were not in evidence
because most of the evaluations examined were not designed to accumulate information which was subject to
valid statistical analysis.

Parameters
A tabulation of scores in the area of "Evaluation
the following specific
in the evaluation assessment index reveals

findings:
a.

b.

on all questions in
Two of the 26 reports received points
this area;
to the program evaluaMost often, children were referred
rather than selected on
ted through the I.E.P. process
Most
of children.
criterion basis from a larger group
seleca
as
the process
reports assumed familiarity with
tion mechanism;

:
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c.

Little information was provided on sample size or
stability because, basically, samples were seldom
identified or treated as such. Consequently, information on the validity or reliability of instrumentation could not be meaningfully derived; and

d.

Documentation of program activities and outcomes was
sporadic.

(10)

A tabulation of scores within the area of "Evaluation Outcomes"
in the evaluation assessment index reveals the following specific

findings
a.

b.

c.

d.

None of the 26 reports received points on all questions
in this area;
Most of the reports did not assess instructional quality.
The amount of instruction was described, but not the
This may be a direct result of evaluation
quality.
designs which did not incorporate measureable student
performance objectives;
substantive
Less than one-third of the reports provided
information;
student achievement
and nearly
Reports did include attitudinal information
This
achieved.
were
points
40% of the total possible
particdescribe
to
tended
may be because the evaluations
objecwhen
program
the
of
ipants' subjective perceptions
avail
not
are
accomplishments
tive criterion referenced
able;

e.

was provided; and
Virtually no cost-effectiveness data

clear evaluation
The reports examined did not present
consistent reporting format,
results because there was no
between program objecthere was no strong relationship
there was a lack of
tives and evaluation design, and
of the evaluation,
specificity concerning the purposes
report, and the componthe audience for the evaluation
ents of the program evaluated.
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B.

Recommendations

Based upon the results of this study, the following recommendations are offered toward the implementation of a statewide methodology
for the development of accurate, comprehensive, consistent, and utili-

tarian evaluations of federally funded special education programs:

(1)

It is recommended that the state promulgate clear standards or

guidelines for the evaluation of all special education projects
funded by or through the state.

(2)

adopted
It is recommended that a consistent reporting format be

by the state including the identification of all mandated

evaluation information.

(3)

in this study or a
It is recommended that the model developed
for soliciting,
similar model be included as part of the process

(5)

(4)

programs in the state.
selecting, and funding special education

developed in this study, or
It is recommended that the model
associated with the
portions of that model, be incorporated or
compliance with special
existing audit process which monitors

education legislation.
approximately five percen
It is recommended that since
allocated toward evaluation,
special education funding is
receive regionally conducted
that special education directors

based upon the model pretraining on evaluation utilization
sented in this study.
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(6)

It is recomraended that further studies should be conducted

which incorporate the evaluation reports of federally funded
special education projects in other regions of this state
and in other states.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Books
Alkin, M.C.
Evaluating the Cost Effectiveness of Instructional
Programs
Los Angeles:
University of California, 1969.
.

Alkin, M.C. and D.C. Wooley.
A Model for Educational Evaluation
PLEDGE Conference, 1969.
San Dimas, CA:

.

Public Law 94-142: Special
Baracovi, D.R. and R.W. Clelland.
Arlington, VA: American AssociaEducation in Transition
tion of School Administrators, 1976.
.

Cognitive Skills Assessment Battery
Boehm, A.E. and B.R. Slater.
Press, 1974.
College
Teachers
York:
New

Master Learning:
1971.
Winston,
Rinehart and

Block, J.H.

(Ed.).

Theory and Practice

.

.

Holt,

Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: The ClassBloom, B.S., et al.
Handbook I, Cognitive Domain.
if ication of Educational Goals.
New York: McKay, 1956.
Handboo k on Formative
Bloom, B.S., J.T. Hastings, and G.F. Madaus.
McGraw-Hill, 1971
Learning
and Summative Evaluation of Student
.

Experimental and Quasi-Expenmenta_l_
Campbell, D.T. and J.C. Stanley.
Rand McNally, 1966.
Chicago:
Designs for Research.
"Assistance to States for
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45.
U.S. GovernEducation of Handicapped Children." Washington:
ment Printing Office, 1977.

Appropriate Education for
Council for Exceptional Children. A Free
Virginia: Reston, 1976.
All Handicapped Children
.

Englemann

,

S.

Basic Concept Inventory

.

Chicago:

Follett Publish-

ing Co., 1967.

Massachusetts Val idation
E.S.E.A. Title IV-C Program,
1978.
Massachusetts Department of Education,

129

Proce_ss,

,

130

Fink, A. and J. Kosecoff.
An Evaluation Primer
Capitol Publications, Inc., 1978.

.

Washington, DC:

Georgia State Department of Education, Office of Instructional
Services.
Regulations and Procedures: Special Education
Program 1976.
,

Diagnostic Mathematics Inventory
CTB/McGraw Hill, 1975.

Gessel, J.K.

.

Monterey, CA:

Gronlund, N. Preparing Criterion Referenced Tests for Classroom
Instruction. New York: Macmillan, 1973.

Hampshire Educational Collaborative, Massachusetts Validation Process: Overview Division of Curriculum and Instruction, Massachusetts Department of Education, 1978.
,

A Taxonomy of the Psychomotor Domain
Harrow, A.J.
1972.
McKay,

.

New York:

Health, Education and Welfare, U.S. Department of, Administrative
U.S. Government
Manual, Public Law 89-313 Washington, D.C.
1971.
Printing Office,
:

,

the Handi_
Herrenkohl, R.C. Evaluating the Delivery of Serv ices to
Social
for
Center
University
Lehigh
PA:
Bethlehem,
capped
Research, 1975.
.

A Practical Guide_to
Horst, D.P., G.K. Tallmadge, and C.T. Wood.
Washington, D.C.:
Achievement
Measuring Impact on Student
1975.
Office,
U.S. Government Printing
.

Individual Pupil Mo nitoring System

.

Hopewell, NJ:

Houghton Mifflin

1974.

Los
Instructional Objectives Exchange
1970-1972.
Exchange,
Objectives
.

Instructional

Angeles, CA:

Planning.
Kaufman, R. A. Educational System
1972.
Inc.,
Prentice-Hall,

Englewood Cliffs, NJ:

M.R. 2u elli
Klausmeier, H.S., D.A. Frayer, and
Wisconsin^Resear
^;
Wisconsin:
Madison,
Guided Motivation.
1973.
Learning,
Cognitive
and Development Center for
of
Krathwohl , D.R., et al. Taxoncwy
York:
New
book II, Affective Domain
.

General Interest Survey.
Kuder.
1963.

0b e
McKay, |

^

iVeS!

‘

Inc.
Science Research Associates,

131

LaVor, M.
"Section II: State and Federal Policy for Exceptional
Children," in F. Weintraub, A. Abeson, J. Ballard and M. LaVor
(Eds
Public Policy and the Education of Exceptional Children
Reston, VA:
The Council for Exceptional Children, 1976.
.

)

.

.

Levin, H.M.
"Cost Effectiveness Analysis in Evaluation Research,"
in M. Guttentag and E.L. Struening (Ed.) Handbook of Evaluation
Research Vol. 2.
Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE Publications, 1975.
,

Lindvall, C.M. and R.C. Cox.
"The Role of Evaluation in Programs
for Individualized Instruction," in R.W. Tyler (Ed.) Educational
Chicago, IL: University
Evaluation: New Roles, New Means
of Chicago Press, 1969.
.

Massachusetts Department of Education, Chapter 766, Program Audit
Boston, MA: Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of
Education, 1976.
Meyers, P.I. and D.D. Hammill. Methods for Learning Disorders
John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1976.

.

.

The Teacher and Individually
Nussel, E., J. Inglis, and W. Wiersma.
Addison-Wesley, 1976.
Reading, MA:
Guided Education.
Obj ective-Based Reading
Otto, W. and R. Chester.
Addison-Wesley, 1976.

Reading, MA:

.

"Educational Evaluation by Adversary Proceeding,"
Owens, T.R.
The Politics and Processes
295-305
in School Evaluation:
pp.
Berkeley, CA: McCutchan, 1976.
E.R. House, (Ed.).

.

Los Angeles,
Designing Teacher Evaluation Systems
Popham, W.J.
1971.
Exchange,
Objectives
The Instructional
CA:
.

School
"Evaluation of Ongoing Programs in the Public
Provus, M.
New
Evaluation
Educational
System," in R.W. Tyler (Ed.)
Press
Chicago
of
University
IL:
Chicago,
Roles, New Means

—

.

1969.

Discrepancy Evaluation

.

Berkeley, CA:

McCutchan, 1971

A Basis_ for Determining the Adequacy
Sanders, F.R. and D.H. Nafziger.
Northwest Regional
Portland, OR
of Evaluation D esigns
Educational Laboratory, 1975.
.

in W.H. Beatty
"Language, Rationality, and Assessment,
D.C..
Washington,
Assessment.
(Ed.) improving Edu cational
1969.
Development,
Curricular
Associ ation for Supervi sion and

Stake, R.E.

132

Stake, R.E.

Approach

Evaluating the Arts of Education: A Responsive
Columbus, OH: Charles E. Merrill, 1975.

(Ed.)
.

Stake, R.E. and T. Denny.
"Needed Concepts and Techniques for
Utilizing More Fully the Potential of Evaluation," in Educational
NSSE Yearbook, Part II,
New Roles, New Means
Evaluation:
370-390,
1969.
pps
.

.

Cost Effectiveness for Gifted and Talented Educational
Storms, W.W.
Columbus, OH: Division of Special Education, Ohio
Programs.
Department of Education, 1975.
Stuf flebeam, D.L., W.K. Foley, W.J. Gephart, E.G. Guba, R.J. Hammond,
Educational Evaluation and
H.O. Merriman, and M.M. Provus.
Peacock, 1971.
F.E.
Itasca, IL:
Decision Making
.

"Action for What? A Critique of Evaluation Research,"
Suchman, E. A.
Boston, MA:
in Evaluating Action Programs C.H. Weiss (Ed.).
Allyn and Bacon, 1972.
,

Tallmadge, G. Kasten and C.T. Wood. User's Guide: ESEA Title
Mountain View, CA: RMC
Evaluation and Reporting System
Research Corporation, 1976.

I,

.

Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction
Tyler, R.W.
University of Chicago Press, 1950.
Chicago, IL:

.

Unobtrusiv e^
Schrest.
Webb, E.J., D.T. Campbell, R.D. Schartz and L.
Sciences.
Social
Measures: Nonreactive Research in the
Rand McNally, 1966.
Chicago, IL:
,

an d the Education of
Weintraub, F.J. et al. (Eds.). Public Polic y
Children,
Exceptional
The Council for
Exceptional Children
.

1976.

Evaluation Research
Weiss, C.
Hall, Inc., 1972.

.

Englewood Cliffs, NJ:

Prentice-

ly.
Evaluation of Instruction In Individual
Wiersma, W. and S.G. Jurs.
1976.
Addison-Wesley
Reading, MA:
Guided Education
,

.

^Char

acteristics of
Williams, H.G.
Process Descriptions and Evaluations .
Toledo.

Ohio.

University

s in Special
Wofford, J.D. gvaluatio^oLProject.
Division of Special tau
setts Department of Education,
Leadership and Learning Cooperative,
Lincoln, MA:

,

133

Congressional Acts
U.S. Congress, The Cooperative Research Act
83rd Congress, 2nd Session, 1954.

,

Public Law 83-351,

,

Public Law 85-905,

U.S. Congress, Captioned Films for the Deaf
85th Congress, 2nd Session, 1958.

U.S. Congress, Training of Professional Personnel
85-926, 85th Congress, 2nd Session, 1958.
U.S. Congress, Amendment to Public Law 85-905
87 Congress, 1st Session, 1959.

U.S. Congress, Teachers of the Deaf
Congress, 1st Session, 1959.

,

,

Public Law

Public Law 87-715,

Public Law 87-276, 87th

,

U.S. Congress, Mental Retardation Facilities and Mental Health
Construction Centers Act, Public Law 88-164, 88th Congress,
2nd Session, 1963.
1965,
U.S. Congress, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965.
Session,
1st
Congress,
89th
89-13,
Public Law

U.S. Congress, Act of November 1965
Congress, 1st Session, 1965.

,

Public Law 89-313, 89th

U.S. Congress, E.S.E.A. Amendments of 1966
89th Congress, 2nd Session, 1966.

,

Public Law 89-750,

Education Act o f 1967.'
U.S. Congress, Elementary and Secondary
Session, 1967.
1st
Congress,
Public Law 90-247, 90th
of 1974
U.S. Congress, Education Amendments
93rd Congress, 2nd Session, 1974.

,

Public Law 93-380,

Handicapp ed Children Act,
U.S. Congress, Education for All
Session, 19 /b.
Public Law 94-142, 95th Congress, 1st

Journals
"Policies for Development of
Council for Exceptional Children.
Programs, Except io
Written Individualized Educational
Children, 1977, 2(2), 38-44.
Seventies.
"Functional Education for the
27-32.
Phi-Delta Kappan 1967, 49,

Flanagan, J.C.

II

134

"Implementation of Public Law 94-142."
Children 1976, 43, 135-137.

Irvin, T.

Exceptional

,

"Program Evaluation: The Model-Building Game,"
Proger, B.B.
Journal of Learning Disabilities 1971, 4_, 7-21.
,

"Pros and Cons About Goal-Free Education," Evaluation
Scriven, M.
Comment 2:1-8, 1972.
,

"The Methodology of Evaluation" in Evaluating Action
Programs Ed. C.H. Weiss, Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon, 1972.
.

,

"The Status of Research on Models of
Smith, N.L. and S.L. Murray.
" Educational Technology
Evaluation
Product Development and
1975, 15_, 13-17.
,

,

"The Countenance of Educational Evaluation," Teachers
College Record 68: 523-540, 1967.

Stake, R.E.

,

"The Discrepancy Evaluation Model," Measurement in
Steinmetz, A.
Education 1976, 1_ (1), 1-7.
,

"Toward a Science of Educational Evaluation,
Stufflebeam, D.L.
Educational Technology, 1968, 8 (14), 5-12.

Unpublished Materials
"Systematic Process for Evaluating
Ellison, J.S. and T.M. Sherman.
Paper presented at
the Individualization of Instruction."
Research
Educational
60th Annual Meeting of the American
Association, San Francisco, CA, 1976.
of Title IV C Evaluati on
Hampshire Educational Collaborative, Review
Designs Unpublished Report, 1979.
,

Teachers, Parents and
Markel G. and J. Greenbaum. How
Programs for Special
can Use Objectives and Feedback in
Convention, Council
Paper presented at Annual International
1974.
Exceptional Children, New York, NY,
,

Assessment by Behavior Rati ng.
Sharp, E.Y. and C.A. Loumeau.
Arizona: Elizabeth Y. Sharp, 1975.

g

g~‘

Tuscon,

APPENDIX A
Assessment Index
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Score

Evaluation Requirements
Does the evaluation report specify if the project states
major objectives in terms of expected changes in the
achievement and performance of a specified group of
(0 or 1 point)
handicapped children?

1.

Does the evaluation report specify if direct instructional
services are provided by the project evaluated to eligible
handicapped children or within the educational program
(0 or 1 point)
supplemented by the project?

2.

Does the evaluation report specify if the projects demonstrate sufficient size, scope, and quality to assure
substantial progress toward meeting the identified major
(0 or 1 point)
needs of participating children?

3.

for projects which
the impact of
services,
provide direct instructional
of the
achievement
those services on the educational
(0 or 1 point)
children served?

4a. Does the evaluation report describe,

describe for projects which do
4b. Does the evaluation report
the impact of
not provide direct instructional services,
of the proservices
this project on the instructional
point)
or
1
(0
gram supplemented by the project?

5.

6a.

6b.

the specific nature
Does the evaluation report describe
coordination with local, state
and the extent of program
of the project proand other federal efforts in terms
(0 or 1 point)
posal?

the manner and extent
Does the evaluation report describe
the project was communicated
to which information about
(0 or 1 point)
to others?

describe the submission of
Does the evaluation report
the state educational
such reports as are required by
(0 or 1 point)
agency?

Evaluation Descriptions
1.

evaluation described?
is the purpose of the

2.

specified?
is the intended audience

3.

described?
Are evaluation instruments

(0-5 pts.)

(0-5 pts.)
(0-5 pts.)
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Score
4.

Are data provided on school district locations and size and
(0-5 pts.)
on school and/or community characteristics?

5.

Is the following information provided:

How many children are served by the project? (0-5 pts.)
b) How much staff is required by the project? (0-5 pts.)
c) How much funding is budgeted for the project? (0-5 pts.)
a)

or

point)

6.

Is the project location described?

7.

Are names and addresses of program planners provided for
(0 or 1 point)
additional inquiries?

8.

of time that
Is there information provided on the length
in
operational
model employed has been

the educational
the schools evaluated?

(0

or

1

(0

1

point)

and/or
Does the evaluation clearly define formative
(0 or 1 point)
summative information?

9.

Evaluation Plans and Procedures
(0-5 pts.)

1.

reported?
Are evaluation procedures clearly

2.

appropriate?
Are statistical procedures

3.

provided to replicate
Is there sufficient information
(0-5 pts.)
the evaluation?

4.

practical?
Are the evaluation procedures

(0-5 pts.)

(0

5

pts.)

with sufficient

5

models employed
is there a description of
of the educatronal prodata to permit an understanding
(0-5 pts.)
cedures followed?

Evaluation Parameters
1.

program
are selected for the
Are the means by which students
(0-5 pts.)
described?

2.

Are sample sizes adequate?

3.

stability during the evaluawas there reasonable sample
(0-5 pts.)
tion period?

(0

5

pts.)
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Score
4.

Are the instruments satisfactorily valid and reliable for
(0-5 pts.)
the population evaluated?

5.

Was program documentation adequate?

(0-5 pts.)

Evaluation Outcomes
(0-5 pts.)

1.

Is there assessment of instructional quality?

2.

Is information provided on student achievement?

3.

Is attitudinal information provided?

(0-5 pts.)

4.

Is cost effectiveness data provided?

(0-5 pts.)

5.

and accounted
Are circumstantial realities described
(0-5 pts.)
for?

6.

of the evaluation?
Does the data justify the conclusions
(0-5 pts.)

7.

reported?
Are evaluation results clearly

(0-5 pts.)

(0-5 pts.)

